Responding To Wounds Of The Soul:
American Law Enforcement, Moral Injury And Religious Coping
by
Boston D. Ross
Department of Community Care and Counseling, Liberty University
A Dissertation Presented in Partial Fulfillment
Of the Requirements for the Degree
Doctor of Education (Ed.D.)

School of Behavioral Sciences
Liberty University, Lynchburg, VA
2022

2

Responding To Wounds Of The Soul:
American Law Enforcement, Moral Injury And Religious Coping
By
Boston D. Ross
Department of Community Care and Counseling, Liberty University
A Dissertation Presented in Partial Fulfillment
Of the Requirements for the Degree
Doctor of Education (Ed.D.)

School of Behavioral Sciences
Liberty University, Lynchburg, VA
2022

Approved By:
Michael Takacs, Ph.D., Committee Chair
Robyn Simmons, Ed.D., Committee Member

3
ABSTRACT
The concepts of moral injury and religious coping are inherently entwined, based on the common
reaction of many to turn to religion when faced with stressors. Specifically, Koch (2010)
suggests religion is a common means by which individuals, including police officers, may try
and cope with their occupational stress. In consideration of the current focus on police mental
health and wellness, examining the literature related to moral injury, religious coping and
American law enforcement officers serves as a viable first step in conducting further research.
Furthermore, based on the extremely limited body of literature on the aforementioned subject(s)
independently, and to an even more limited degree when considered together, the instant
research sought to contribute to the base knowledge of the prevalence of moral injury in
American law enforcement officers and how specific variables (such as years of service,
position, rank, religious affiliation, etc.) may have effect on the existence of moral injury and,
additionally, how religious coping may be related to those levels of moral injury. In empirically
examining the prevalence and characteristics of moral injury in law enforcement officers, the
instant study positions itself within the primary research centered around moral injury and law
enforcement officers and satisfies the recommendations of those who have conducted prior
research on the topics, building on the slim foundation now existing and contributes to positive
progress related to law enforcement mental health and wellness, which can impact a variety of
outcomes (including officer self-harm/suicide, job performance, use of force, etc.). Furthermore,
a foundation is be laid for future research on religiosity of American police officers, especially
regarding how religious coping may be utilized to counter moral injury.
Keywords: law enforcement, police, moral injury, religious coping, occupational stress,
critical incident stress, police subculture, mental health
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Chapter One: Introduction
Overview
While not a newly identified phenomenon, empirical research regarding moral injury (a
component of moral suffering, although the terms will be used in a sort of hierarchical nature,
distinguishing moral injury as a form of moral suffering yet also, at times, using the terms
interchangeably due to their inherent relationship and the lack of definitional clarity/consensus in
the currently existing literature) is still in its infancy. One of the main reasons for the current lack
of research is not only a dynamic (and still moving) sense of appropriate operationalization, but
also a relatively new interest in the concept, bolstered perhaps by America’s involvement in
several “modern” wars within the last few decades post-9/11 (Operation Iraqi Freedom,
Operation Enduring Freedom, etc.). Furthermore, research related to moral injury in the
population of American law enforcement is almost non-existent, with only approximately five
studies being found during a search for the terms “law enforcement” + “moral injury” or “police”
+ “moral injury.” The following chapter seeks to not only delineate the background of what has
come to be known as moral injury, but also to specifically articulate the problem (mainly, a lack
of prior research), the purpose (to examine moral injury in a previously under-researched
population and combine moral injury data with religious coping data as a possible coping
mechanism), the significance (to better understand the role of moral injury in the law
enforcement population, and in doing so, to lead to additional research to potentially
address/prevent moral injury), and to proffer the research questions upon which the study was
based, along with putting forth any relevant definitions.
Background
The two main theories, upon which this research is to be built, include the theories of
moral injury, first identified and examined by Haley (1974) and furthered developed by several
others, including Shay (1994) and Litz et al. (2009) and that of Religious Coping, as proffered by
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Pargament (2001). Additionally, when examining a specific subcultural set of the American
population, sic the American law enforcement officer, specific and unique subcultural
characteristics, such as those of occupational solidarity, cynicism and a sense of alienation from
the population they are sworn to protect, are of note. While the identified subcultural
characteristics of the American law enforcement appear to have remained relatively constant and
are well-established, the concepts of moral injury and even Religious Coping, to a certain degree,
have seen an evolutionary progression in their definitions and the contexts in which they are
applied.
Moral Injury: A Wound to the Soul
Moral injury (Shay; 1994; Litz, 2009), while a relatively newly minted term (or at least a
term/idea which has only, as of recently, gotten academic and clinical attention), is not a new
concept. Indeed, the concept of moral injury (a component of moral suffering, which is an
umbrella term for moral injury and/or moral distress to be discussed in a section dedicated to the
theoretical/conceptual basis of moral suffering, moral injury, etc.) can be seen in the Christian
Bible (1st Samuel and 2nd Samuel, NIV), the Jewish Talmud (both the Babylonian and Jerusalem
versions) along with other ancient texts, including the Greek tragedies of Euripedes (Herakles)
and Homer (Iliad and Odyssey; Grimell, 2018; Shay, 1991; Papazoglou & Chopko, 2017). As
Meagher (2006) has suggested, the concept, while not explicitly labeled as such, exists in the
aforementioned Greek tragedies of Euripedes and Homer, as an injury to the moral center of an
individual, typically from engaging in violence or from being faced with the imminent possibility
of engaging in the same. Further, the concept upon which the theory of moral injury is built, can
also be found in more contemporary works, including Stephen Crane’s The Red Badge of
Courage, Helen Benedict’s Sand Queen, and the book and film versions of Black Hawk Down,
among other works (Haytock, 2015; Boudreau, 2011). While the literary basis and existence of
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the concept of moral injury speaks to its historical existence, it has only recently emerged and
come to the forefront in psychological discussions (while not yet gaining distinction in
psychological treatises such as the Diagnostical and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders,
although some may push for its inclusion as a separate condition, similar to, yet symptomatically
distinct from, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, due to an emphasis on its themes of shame and
guilt, instead of existential fear) (Frankfurt & Coady, 2019; Feinstein et al., 2018; Liebert, 2018).
Moral injury, as a theoretical construct (the nature of which will be further discussed in a
section dedicated to the theoretical/conceptual basis for moral injury to follow and which will
further explain the relationship between moral suffering and moral injury, etc.), has seen a
dynamic existence throughout its history, even before it was definitively labeled as such. The
broad concept of injury to one’s soul or moral compass (i.e. moral injury), as a general concept,
was first identified (but remained unnamed and undefined) by Haley (1974) as existing in
Vietnam veterans who experienced internal confusion and dysfunction from actions taken,
omitted or observed. The term “moral injury” was then contextualized and delineated by Shay
(1991;1994; 2002) as an injury incurred due to the acts of a trusted leader which transgressed an
individual’s moral calibration. A simple visual representation of the dynamics of moral injury
and the differences between moral injury and PTSD can be found in Figure 1 and Figure 2.

Figure 1
Dynamics of Moral Injury Model
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Model of dynamics involved in moral injury (Adapted from Koenig et al., 2017).
Removed to comply with copyright
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Figure 2
Moral Injury and PTSD Comparison

Adapted from Lee (2020)
However, the concept was further developed by Litz et al. (2009) to include an unintentional
self-infliction of injury to an individual’s moral code. In this expansion of the original concept,
as developed by Haley (1974) and Shay (1991; 1994; 2002), allowing the injurious conduct to be
“self-inflicted,” the requirement of agency on behalf of an authority figure was removed. Instead,
it now included the idea that an individual could also be morally injured by actions they
themselves perform, omit, or observe, whether or not there is an authority figure or
verbal/written command or order from a higher authority involved (Litz et al., 2009). Of course,
with two possible theoretical qualifying conditions (neither of which has become specifically or
generally accepted) for the existence of moral injury, one requiring agency on behalf of a
superior and the other not having the requirement of such agency (or even agency at all, as will
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be further discussed in the section dedicated to the role of agency in moral injury), there are
nonetheless, several other theoretical conditions which exist as pertinent to the discussion of the
theoretical concept of moral injury.
Additional considerations relevant to the discussion of the theoretical construction of
moral injury include the existence of aggression or violence along with the importance of actions
versus the results of those actions. First, the concept of moral injury, while often seeming to
include a condition of, or being centered around a situation involving violence or aggression, the
existence of violence or aggression is not necessary as a precipitating factor to an event which
may cause moral injury (Bryan et al., 2016). While the use of violence, or the potential for
violence may have its own moral implications (and indeed present the potential for moral injury),
even situations which do not necessarily include acts of intentional violence, such as a police
officer having to make a decision on whom to save at a vehicle crash scene or taking a battered
woman to jail even though he knows the male has a history of violence against the female, may
also be morally injurious. Furthermore, when discussing moral injury, it is important to
acknowledge the concept of injury versus potential for injury, a distinction which some, such as
Barnes et al. (2019), have suggested has clouded the overall discussion surrounding the concept
of moral injury and has made the extant literature regarding moral injury diluted with a lack of
consistency regarding whether the evaluation or assessment of the concept is based on the
actions leading to moral injury or, alternatively, the actual resulting injury to an individual’s
moral foundation. Therefore, it is important to establish the difference between transgressive acts
and morally injurious events, which, in some of the literature (including the theoretical
proposition of the concept of moral injury by Litz et al. (2009)) are considered synonymous,
leading to potential tautological issues by conflating the act with the result. As suggested by
Frankfurt and Frazier (2016), transgressive acts are acts which fall outside of the accepted
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boundaries of behavior. In a military context (as moral injury has commonly been examined) this
typically means the Rules of Engagement or other military conduct standards, however, in the
context of law enforcement, these bounds could stem from a variety of sources, including the
United States Constitution, statutory law, procedural law, societal expectations (which may be an
especially pressing issue in the current social climate), etc. On the other hand, morally injurious
events should be considered those events which actually caused moral injury, as opposed to
transgressive acts, which may have violated the aforementioned standards of conduct, but lead to
no injury (Frankfurt & Frazier, 2016). In the same vein, an individual can commit the
transgressive act themselves, observe it being committed, or perhaps even simply hear about its
commission, and, while the degree of moral injury may differ, the degree of agency related to the
transgressive act, the morally injurious event, and the resultant moral injury obviously varies,
especially considering the individualistic interpretation of morality, and the varying degrees of
impact an act could have, even if based on a sense of universal morality. That is, those
transgressive acts which may be morally injurious to one person may not be morally injurious to
another (Fontana et al., 1992; MacNair, 2002; McCarthy, 2016; Marx et al., 2010). While not the
only example, a prime example of a transgressive act and/or a morally injurious event could be a
law enforcement officer’s involvement in a critical incident, in addition to “lesser” examples,
such as having to make an arrest for an offense which the officer may feel was unjustified or
alternatively, not being allowed to make an arrest that the officer sincerely feels is necessary
based on his/her moral code), being forced to follow an immoral (but not unethical or unlawful)
order, etc.. Due, in part to these types of decisions and events to which an officer may be
exposed, it is well established that the amount of occupational (work-related) stress encountered
by law enforcement officers is higher than most other professions (Reichard & Jackson, 2010).
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Critical incidents, which most certainly may also be perceived as transgressive acts
and/or morally injurious events [depending on the circumstances of each], to which a police
officer may respond, include being wounded in the line of duty, being involved in an event
where a fellow officer is killed/dies, responding to homicide/suicide scenes, investigating child
abuse/sexual abuse cases and responding to motor vehicle accidents with severe injury (Violanti
et al., 2016). The average officer is involved in about 250 critical incidents over a 30-year career,
an annual rate of 8.3 critical incidents per year of employment (Marin, 2012). As such, in only
one year of employment, every single one of the law enforcement officers in America
experiences [on average] eight events which could cause moral injury, and the psychological
issues which arise from such events. Also, within the law enforcement field, there are certain
positions which have been shown to have higher rates of exposure to occupational stress and/or
critical incidents, including child sexual abuse investigators, so the rates of exposure to
transgressive acts and/or morally injurious events may be even higher in this subpopulation
(Brady, 2017). Instances, such as taking a life in the line of duty (whether legally justified or
not), can be made even more stressful, and potentially more morally injurious, based on the
media coverage, internal investigations, etc., which may follow, causing an experience unique to
policing, which may compound stress and/or moral injury due to the constant questioning of
one’s actions (Komarovskaya et al., 2011). Police responses to experiencing a traumatic event
can include a variety of components, including cognitive appraisals, differing degrees of
severity, harm/loss appraisals, threat appraisals, perceived control issues, self-efficacy versus
self-blame debates, challenge appraisals, along with a myriad of additional mental and
physiological health-related issues (Colwell et al., 2011; Macleod & Paton, 1999; Ellrich &
Baier, 2017; Pinals & Price, 2013). Furthermore, moral injury, specifically, has been shown to
have a “significant” impact on physical and mental health outcomes (Yan, 2016 p. 455).
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Although the conceptual and theoretical definition of moral injury proffered by Shay
(1994), and further modeled by Litz et al. (2009), appears to have undergone a sort of dynamic
progression, there seems to be, to date, no consensus definition, leading to a variety of
interpretations and constructs utilized by prior researchers (Lancaster & Harris, 2018; Molendijk
et al., 2018). Nonetheless, there are some general conditions, upon which the concept of moral
injury is based, including guilt, shame and a change in ethical/spiritual attitudes, with the
conditions of guilt and shame also being found as psychological reactions to involvement in
critical incidents as described previously (Vargas et al., 2013). Additionally, moral injury is not
fear-based, as PTSD is, which presents an important distinction between PTSD and moral injury,
whereby the former requires a life threat and the later does not (Barnes et al., 2019).
Additionally, moral injury is based in the phenomenological occurrence of a variety of
conditions, including; moral conflicts, guilt, shame, spiritual/existential crisis, demoralization
and psychic anguish (Frankfurt & Frazier, 2016; Hodgson & Carey, 2017). Despite the
confounded definitions and elements which have been put forth, for the instant research, the
definitive components of moral injury as a “syndrome,” as modeled by Litz et al. (2009) form the
basis of the conceptual and theoretical definition, as it includes the dual concepts of first-person
and third-person oriented action (committing, observing, hearing about, etc.) and, when
combined with the proposed requisite conditions of moral injury as a syndrome, proposed by
Jinkerson (2016) which includes a history of exposure to morally injurious events, along with
primary and secondary symptoms, serves to inform the present research and give a solid base by
which the construct can be examined, while also remaining true to the current evolution of the
construct itself, as it currently stands.
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Religious Coping: Seeking Meaning
While the literature on the topic of moral injury, especially as it relates to American law
enforcement officers, is sparse, the body of literature regarding the theoretical and conceptual
basis of Religious Coping is much more broad and more well-defined. The theory of Religious
Coping, established and developed by Pargament (2001), is defined as “a search for meaning in
ways related to the sacred, in response to a stressor.” While some attempts at examining
religiosity and the degree of an individual’s religious nature examine a variety of conditions,
including religious attendance, denominational affiliation, varying views on the relevant deity,
these assessments are, in fact, measures of religiosity. Where religious coping becomes distinct is
that it requires a stressor, not simply an everyday religious affiliation or habit. Instead, religious
coping is a proactive, dynamic and commonly multimodal reaction of an individual when
confronted with a situation or event which causes them to meet the limits of their own coping
strategies (Harrison et al., 2001). The overarching basis of the theory of religious coping stems
from a marked utilization of religion as a coping tool, especially in individuals who are
confronted with existential threats (Pargament et al., 2000; Schuster et al., 2001; Walker et al.,
2011). Furthermore, as previously mentioned, the theory of religious coping seeks to examine
not just whether or not people utilize acts of religious devotion, such as prayer or church
attendance, but, more importantly, how that religion is utilized to help the individual cope with
their stressful situation. Thus, the theory of religious coping is more concerned with the process
of using religion as a coping strategy or tool, as opposed to the simple collection of numerical
data related to religious adherence, as would be collected via instruments such as a government
census.
Conceptually, the importance of religion stems from its functions in the lives of those
who adhere to religious tenets. Five key functional areas have been identified, and in the context
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of religion as a coping strategy, or religious coping, all five are pertinent. Additionally, as the
base of religious coping theory, it is the multifaceted nature of religion, as it relates to coping,
that gives religion its power (Pargament et al., 2000). The five key functional areas of religion,
which ultimately stem from more base views on the concept of religion, including the theories of
Geertz and Banton (1966), Fromm (1950), Durkheim (1915) and Freud (1927), include;
Meaning, Control, Comfort/Spirituality, Intimacy/Spirituality and Life Transformation.
Ultimately, the theory of religious coping allows religion to be examined from the viewpoint of
each of these base principles and functions. Additionally, religious coping can be either positive
or negative in nature. For example, viewing a stressor as an opportunity for spiritual growth, or,
alternatively, as a punishment from God (Pargament et al., 2000). Additionally, religious coping
occurs under one of three styles; Self-directing, Deferring and Collaborative, with each having
its own unique characteristics, and certainly having its own coinciding impact on one’s outward
performance, including that as a law enforcement officer (Pargament et al., 1988). Furthermore,
as is undoubtedly pertinent to the instant study, religious coping methods have been shown to
increase the likelihood of an individual experiencing posttraumatic growth, which certainly
speaks to the importance of examining moral injury and religious coping within a population
which experiences traumatic events and potentially morally injurious events repeatedly (Gerber
et al., 2011). As mentioned by Epstein and Hamric (2009) this repeated exposure to events which
threaten ones moral resolve and/or require moral reasoning, can lead to a crescendo effect,
resulting in potentially decreased adherence to one’s moral values due to the cumulative effect of
having such values challenged or evaluated (Thomas & McCullough, 2015).
The importance of examining religious coping can also be found in its readily available
nature and its existence as a relatively compelling means of coping, along with its presentation as
a viable “protective factor” against several negative outcomes (Pargament, 2007; Hasanović &
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Pajević, 2010 p. 208). Furthermore, there has been previous research which has suggested that
moral injury may be best countered and treated (from a therapeutic perspective) through strong
consideration of the religious context in which it occurs, moving away from the strictly
psychological/medical model commonly utilized (especially when examining moral injury as a
component of PTSD) (Kinghorn, 2012; Antal & Winings, 2015; Fritts, 2013; Shay, 2002;
Schreiber, 2015; Brock & Lettini, 2012; Doehring, 2019). Indeed, in the context of coping with
stressors encountered in the performance of ones duties as a law enforcement officer, or the
associated stressors that result from such an occupation but are less reliant on one’s attendance at
work, instead, being related to a subcultural traits of those who perform such work, the readily
available and readily compelling nature is extremely important. As such, it follows that the
theoretical and conceptual existence of a law enforcement culture, and specifically an American
law enforcement subculture (due to a difference in criminal justice systems, law enforcement
strategies, constitutional protections, etc., which vary by country), must be established and
examined as well.
Police Subculture: The Socio-Occupational Component
Drummond (1976) explained that man realizes his inner potentiality by the social
arrangements under which he lives (p. 6). The “social arrangements” under which police officers
live are different than any other profession. A given group can create a subculture at any time
when it begins to create and exhibit a sense of solidarity. Police officers are perhaps perfect
examples of the solidarity that can occur. As Janowitz (1960 p. 175) posits, “any profession
preoccupied with the threat of danger requires a strong sense of solidarity.” Additionally, police
work has a high proportion of occupational inheritance, that is, many police officers have other
police officers in their family, and often their immediate family. Additionally, police engage in
twenty-four hour involvement, in that they are constantly on-call and ever vigilant of their
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surroundings, hold a core set of symbols and values, take pride in the exhibition of such values
as honor, duty, integrity and honesty, and view themselves as working “for the good of the
whole” (Manning, 1977, p. 20). Police not only qualify as a subgroup of the American culture
(even though they only comprise less than .3% of the American population) but it is this
subgroup that exhibits numerous features, the combinations of which are uniquely distinct to the
police subculture. Police become members of a group that holds a unique perspective on life
because most situations to which they are summoned involve the worst side of humanity
(Thomas, 2011, p. 14). This shared profession leads police to engage in what Janis (1972) termed
“groupthink.” “Groupthink” occurs when a given group develops a strong sense of cohesiveness
based on a shared set of experiences or circumstance which allows all members of the group to
view life and their existence through the same set of lenses (Thomas, 2011, p. 14).
Unfortunately, based on the commonality of being exposed to traumatic events, which could also
be transgressive acts or morally injurious events, a major component of the “groupthink” may
involve moral injury itself.
The existence of a police subculture, or “police personality,” is upheld by much previous
research; however, there exist differing opinions on whether the “police personality” is innate or
created. Twersky-Glasner (2005) has suggested that the difference is found in the approach to the
subject; when the subject is examined from a psychological lens, the predispositional model of
police personality emerges, whereas, when viewed through a sociological lens the occupational
socialization model emerges (p. 10). Rokeach et al. (1971) have posited that the police
personality is predispositional and not a result of occupational socialization. However, Thomas
(2011) argues that the “police personality” is not innate, but instead it is developed, over time, by
police officers through their mutual police training academy, field training, and countless call
[for service] experiences, during which they deal with the public and repeatedly experience what
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Hermann (1997) describes as “man’s inhumanity to man.” Similarly, there has recently emerged
a body of literature examining the role or interaction between religion (heavily concentrated on
Christianity) and law enforcement officers. Such prior research, such as that by Griffith (2021)
and Pienaar et al.(2007) has, examined components of the police sub-subculture and the religious
tenets, including religion as a coping mechanism, which are dominant therein, as they relate to
religious tenets specifically, further emphasizing the components of police sub-culture and
further exploring the nature of religion as a coping mechanism in the law enforcement
population.
The existing literature varies regarding what specific attributes comprise the police
subculture. McCormack (1986) has suggested that the police subculture is comprised of the traits
of Alienation, Goal Ambivalence, Cynicism, and Psychic Bonding/Value Assimilation. Skolnick
(1966) added components of Danger, Authority, Efficiency, and the Symbolic Assailant. Finally,
Balch (1972) has mentioned a matrix of eight traits (Authoritarianism, Conventionalism,
Authoritarian Aggression, Anti-intraception, Superstition/Stereotypy, Power/Toughness,
Destructiveness/Cynicism, and Projectivity) which were evaluated in his research on the police
subculture. With this previous research in mind, the following traits of police subculture seem to
rise in potential importance, due to their potential interplay on the extent of religion in the police
subculture and due to their potential to bring forth religious paradoxes in daily police action; 1)
Facing Death and Danger, 2) Stress and Emotional Defenses, 3) Cynicism and Alienation, and 4)
Use of Force. As an example of the interplay between a component of the police subculture,
specifically, cynicism, Kleinig (1996) has asserted that cynicism is based on a state of “moral
doubt,” which certainly emphasizes the nature of doubt itself (p. 79). Of course, in the instant
research, while it is important to establish the existence of a unique police subculture, as it is the
backdrop and comprises the environmental conditions under which an officer acts, experiences
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or perceives, actions which may impact their “moral health,” it also allows for a greater standard
of generalizability (to a degree, by the components of the subculture impressed via a
predisposition or through occupational socialization) to the broader American law enforcement
community, due to the similarity in experiences between law enforcement officers nationwide.
In the literature existing at this time, there is a solid theoretical foundation for the theory
of Religious Coping, an emerging groundwork for the theory of moral injury, and a longestablished basis for the existence, and characteristics, of a police subculture, all of which, when
combined, certainly would impact the severity of moral injury, the existence of moral injury and
how an officer may cope with such injury. Therefore, while each component of the
theoretical/conceptual pillars of the instant study have varying degrees of existing literature, and
are at varying points in the development of the respective constructs, there exists a relatively
well-developed body of literature when the literature related to each pillar is combined with that
related to the others. Nonetheless, further research is certainly warranted and would allow for a
better understanding of the existence and role of moral injury, and religious coping, in an, as of
yet, severely understudied population.
Problem Statement
A search of the Liberty University online Library website in May of 2020 yielded less
than ten results (that is, articles directly addressing moral injury in the American law
enforcement population or even referencing its existence in literature reviews or integrative
reviews of the concept) directly related to the search terms “police + moral injury” or “moral
injury + law enforcement.” This extremely limited body of literature includes articles which
examine the construct of moral injury, more specifically moral injury (as a component of moral
distress or as it related to killing or injuring others), along with examining moral injury as related
to compassion fatigue and Post-traumatic Stress Disorder in the police/law enforcement
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population (Papazoglou & Chopko, 2017; Stancel et al., 2019; Komarovskaya et al., 2011;
Papazoglou et al., 2020; McCormack & Riley, 2016). However, even at the outset, it becomes
clear that there has remained a lack of consensus regarding the definition of moral injury and, in
addition, or perhaps, because of [this lack of a consensus definition] the examination of moral
injury in the law enforcement population has not seen a deluge of new research. Furthermore, of
the five aforementioned articles, at least one involved law enforcement officers performing
duties in a country other than the United States of America, specifically, Finland (Stancel et al.,
2019). Considering the variance in law enforcement environments, statutory and constitutional
differences, differences in legal systems and police operations, etc. of course, the issue of
examining moral injury within the American law enforcement population remains, even while
continuing to build upon the previously published research related to non-American law
enforcement, such as that by Stancel et al. (2019). Furthermore, one of the most recent
examinations or reviews on the topic of moral injury and law enforcement emphasizes the fact
that there have been “few direct empirical investigations” of moral injury in law enforcement
officers and notes that “moral suffering” (i.e., moral distress and moral injury) among police
officers has not received adequate empirical attention” (Papazoglou et al., 2020). Additionally,
considering the rate at which American law enforcement officers take their own lives, and the
relationship between moral injury and PTSD and, therefore, moral injury and suicide, an
additional problem also arises with respect to ensuring American law enforcement officers are
not disproportionality committing suicide due to job-related conditions or reasons (logically
stemming from potential moral injury) and a need for a better understanding of the psychological
challenges encountered by American law enforcement officers. The problem, then, is an extreme
lack of research regarding moral injury in the [American] law enforcement population, a problem
which is further revealed when, considering countless examples of anecdotal stories/experiences
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of moral injury articulated by law enforcement officers, there has still been such a lack of
empirical research in the area. An example of such an anecdote, which shows the traumas of the
law enforcement profession and a continuous yearning to serve, both members of the community
and fellow members of law enforcement, can be seen in the words of an officer with a police
department in the southern United States posted to social media in February of 2022:
Yesterday I went from celebrating an 11-year-old boys birthday party with my brothers
and sisters at work to responding to the absolutely tragic death of two babies. This is
the other side. The raw side that nobody talks about. The side everyone who isn’t in law
enforcement doesn’t realize happens to us... but believe it or not, we grieve too. We are
humans. You just don’t know because once we leave that terrible, heart wrenching call,
we come to you and there are no tears or anger from the last call we were at. We’re just
there to take care of you. I simply ‘file it away’ as I tell people that ask, ‘How do you
deal with the things you’ve seen?’ This picture was taken a few hours into my shift
today and you guessed it, I had to wipe those tears up and go to the next call. I
wholeheartedly understand I’m not the only person affected by this, and there are so
many people, family included, who this affects more than me - I understand that and I
am not trying to take anything away from anyone at all. It’s simply on my heart to share
this tonight. I know with what’s going on in our world right now it won’t accomplish
much, but I just pray you have mercy on all of us. We are all fighting a battle that you
can’t see just by looking at us. We take this uniform off every night and we crawl into
bed and have to learn how to process the grief, just like any other human being. To my
brothers and sisters who are battling it too, thank you for not giving up and I am always
here to listen. (Name withheld for privacy)
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Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study is to attempt to add to the, as of yet, quite limited literature
regarding moral injury as experienced within the population of American law enforcement
officers. Additionally, in addition to examining the construct of moral injury, as it exists within
the aforementioned population, the relationship between moral injury and religious coping are
also examined, in order to further examine not only the [moral] injury that can occur, but also to
examine a potential coping mechanism utilized by American law enforcement officers to cope
with said injury. As a means of examining the overarching existence of moral injury, additional
consideration will be made for several demographic type variables, including race, gender, rank,
years of service and specialized positions/roles which will also be examined in relation to the
existence of moral injury (and potentially resultant religious coping), in order to
identify/determine what positions (or other demographic type variables, as previously described,)
may be at the highest risk for experiencing moral injury. Indeed, it is only through better
understanding the construct of moral injury, and specifically how it presents in the American law
enforcement population (along with examining the potentially existent coping mechanism of
religious coping) that progress can be made towards positive developments which may lead to
viable protective factors which can be used to prevent and/or cope with moral injury, which
could, in turn, lead to reduced prevalence rates of Post-traumatic Stress Disorder and/or other
population specific mental health concerns (including reducing the number of officer suicides).
Significance of the Study
Considering the lack of existing data on moral injury, especially in non-military
populations, such as American law enforcement officers (which, admittedly may include
current/former members of the military), the data gathered, developed and empirically examined
presents several opportunities for further research and/or practical applications. Empirically, the
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results not only establish prevalence rates for moral injury in the American law enforcement
population (which heretofore have not been established) but also present several sub-variables
and sub-populations in which similar levels can be established and examined. Additionally, the
results of this study have potential impact on several disciplines including [law enforcement]
mental health counseling, that related to the religiosity/spirituality of law enforcement officers
(including department chaplains, etc.) and that related to the phenomenology of the experience of
law enforcement. While there have been limited prior studies related to moral injury in law
enforcement, this study not only presents an operationalized definition of moral injury, but also
follows the recommendations of those who have performed previous research on moral injury,
some of whom, such as Papazoglou and Chopko (2017) and Stancel et al. (2019), specifically
reference a major need for empirical examination of moral injury in the law enforcement
population. The study is important to the American law enforcement population, those who
interact with those in the aforementioned population (including family members, therapists,
researchers, criminal justice/criminology/religious scholars), along with mental health
professionals, as it presents information on the philosophical and/or moral issues that can arise
from service in a law enforcement profession and may assist in the already emerging literature
regarding the role of moral injury and Post-traumatic Stress Disorder (such as that proffered by
Barnes et al. (2019) and Papazoglou and Chopko (2017)).
Research Question(s)
RQ1: Is the existence of moral injury, in American Law Enforcement Officers, a
commonality throughout a sample of officers, or might it be impacted by specialization,
position, or some other variable, such as time of service, geographic region, etc.?

31
RQ2: Does the use of Religious Coping occur, as a means by which American Law
Enforcement Officers cope with moral injury (and, if so, to what degree are the two
related)?
Hnull: There is no moderating effect between specialization/duties/years of service (and
other categorical variables as described herein) and levels of moral injury,
potentially indicating moral injury is a universal component of the police
experience.
Hnull2: There is no change in levels of Religious Coping/Religiosity based on varied levels
of moral injury or job-related/demographic variables.
Hnull3: There is a no direct relationship between perceived levels of moral injury and
length of time of service as a law enforcement officer (or other demographic
and/or job-related variables).
Ha: There is a [statistically significant] moderating effect between current
position/rank/years of service/level of injury/level of education and levels of
moral injury, potentially indicating moral injury is not a universal component of
the police experience but instead relies upon individually encountered
combinations of components within said experience.
Ha2: There is a [statistically significant] change in levels of Religious Coping/Religiosity
based on varied levels of moral injury or job-related/demographic variables.
Ha3: There is a [statistically significant] direct relationship between perceived levels of
moral injury and length of time of service as a law enforcement officer (or other
demographic and/or job-related variables).
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Definitions
Moral Injury- a) a particular type of psychological trauma characterized by the experiencing of
moral emotions, which can develop when one violates his or her moral beliefs, is
betrayed, or witnesses trusted individuals committing atrocities or actions which they
deem morally questionable or wrong (Jinkerson, 2016)/ b) the expanded social,
psychological, and spiritual suffering stemming from costly or unworkable attempts to
manage, control, or cope with the experience of moral pain (Farnsworth et al., 2017)
Moral Sensitivity- the ability to recognize moral issues when they arise in practice; the ability to
recognize moral issues in a morally ambiguous situation and the ascription of importance
to these same issues (Christen & Katasarov, 2016; Jordan, 2009)
Moral Suffering- a categorical description for the phenomena of moral distress and moral injury,
both of which can result from events deemed morally conflicting by the actor
(Papazoglou & Chopko, 2017)
Moral Luck- a state wherein an individual performs what they deem to be the morally best action
based on the best information and evidence available to them at the time, without any
internal or external constraints. Yet their actions, in conjunction with factors beyond their
control, turn out to have morally desirable consequences (in contrasting with morally
unlucky outcome, whereby the same state of mind and facts/circumstances lead to a
negative outcome, such as the suffering or death of another sentient being or the violation
of someone’s autonomy or rights) (Campbell et al., 2016; Williams, 1965; Williams &
Nagel, 1976)
Agent Regret- “special kind of regret a person can only feel towards his own past actions”
(Williams, 1981 p. 27)
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1st Person Agent Regret- a form of retrospection in which the actor, as the causal agent of the
negative outcome, wonders how the situation could’ve been better, had they acted
differently (Williams, 1981; McAnich, 2016)
3rd Person Agent Regret- a form of retrospection in which the actor, as a “mere spectator,”
wonders “how much better the situation would have been indeed” had the actor acted
differently and the outcome been more positive (Williams, 1981; McAnich, 2016; Scarre,
2017; Kamtekar & Nichols, 2019)
Formal Cooperation- “any action motivated by approval of the wrongful deed, or intention that it
be done. Such formal cooperation is always wrong, whether the approval manifests itself
explicitly or implicitly, in action or in passive inaction” (Latham, 2016)
Moral Distress- moral dilemmas (or else moral disequilibrium) experienced by multiple
mundane incidents that frontline professionals may frequently experience in the line of
duty, occurring when a police officers' action plans, or willingness to help those who
suffer is precluded or is not completed successfully; also, "one or more negative selfdirected emotions or attitudes that arise in response to one's perceived involvement in a
situation that one perceives to be morally undesirable (Papazoglou & Chopko, 2017;
Corley, 2002; Morley, 2003; (Campbell, et al., 2016)
Moral Dilemma- a condition which arises when two (or more) clear moral principles apply, but
they support mutually inconsistent courses of action (Jameton, 1984)
God Syndrome- a characteristic by which an individual, specifically a law enforcement officer,
based on the perceived/actual role of his position in society feels he/she must respond to
all emergencies, save all victims and support all those who suffer (Beaton & Murphy,
1995)
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Material Cooperation- “does not involve the intention that the wrong be done. It instead involves
making some material contribution to, or taking some benefit from, a wrongful act that
one does not actually approve of or intend” (Latham, 2016)
Moral Residue- the residual effects of a morally injurious event which endure from the time of
the actual moral injury for an undefined and indefinite period of time (Campbell et al.,
2016)
Moral Stressors- events that are self-referential (e.g., when one is a moral agent, that is engaged
in a situation requiring or calling for a moral evaluation or an evaluation of a situation
within a moral framework, or is directly impacted by other’s transgressive behaviors)
(Litz & Kerig, 2019)
Moral Emotions- instinctive or intuitive feelings experienced and regulated within a context of
social connection, which can be functionally distinguished from non-moral emotions in
that they are concerned primarily with the preservation of social relationships (Rimé,
2009; Haidt, 2003)
Moral World- an environment in which an individual, due to socialization, culturalization and/or
special training (i.e. military training, law enforcement training, religious
schooling/training, etc.) experiences a distinct set of moral conditions/rules applicable to
their role in that social, cultural, specialty role (for example, an father who is a Christian
serving as a law enforcement officer has, at the very least three “moral worlds” in which
he acts, that of a father/husband, that of an adherent to the Christian worldview and
tradition and that of a member of the law enforcement subculture) (Moon, 2019)
Moral Anxiety- a fear of violating one’s own conscience or internalized parental and/or societal
(and/or professional) standards (Tan, 2011)
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Moral Compromises- situations in which a mediated choice is made in a situation where legality
[or social norms, as codified laws are indeed forms of socially agreed upon norms]
conflicts with other values (such as effectiveness, efficiency or public interest) (Loyens,
2014; Hoffmaster & Hooker, 2017)
Moral Licensing- a mindset wherein an individual may feel entitled to act unethically after
behaving in an ethically responsible way (Blanken et al., 2015)
Noble Cause- a moral commitment by most police officers to protect society and to maintain
peace and order (Caldero & Crank, 2011)
Noble Cause Corruption- results when agencies or officers condone police work wherein the
ends justify the means, seeing deception, breaking of rules, etc., as “necessary evils” in
order to accomplish the goals of the Noble Cause itself (Caldero & Crank, 2011)
Future Self Orientation- the degree to which an individual foresees a healthy and positive future
self (Hershfield et al., 2012; Blumberg et al., 2020)
Moral Disengagement- a phenomenon which occurs when the individual engages in selfdeceptive measures to justify their unethical/immoral behavior (Bandura, 1999; Loyens
& Maesschalck, 2014)
Moral Pain- the experience of dysphoric moral emotions and cognitions (e.g., selfcondemnation) in response to a morally injurious event (Farnsworth et al., 2017)
Moral Healing- a transitional process whereby one moves towards a reduction in moral injuryrelated internal occurrences related to social, spiritual and/or psychological suffering
caused by or emanating from morally injurious events (Barnes et al., 2019)
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Overview
The content of the following literature review seeks to proffer the existing information
related to moral injury and religious coping, as existing and exhibited in American law
enforcement officers. Due to the paucity of prior research in these areas, the review relies heavily
on the conceptual/theoretical framework of the constructs of moral injury and religious coping.
In fact, moral injury, while having been examined as a sub-topic in a few studies to date, has yet
to be studied or even established empirically within the population of law enforcement officers,
creating a clear gap in the literature (Papazoglou & Chopko, 2017; Stancel et al., 2019). With the
emerging and growing concentration on mental health and wellness of police officers, studies
seek to not only establish prevalence rates for the occurrence of moral injury in American law
enforcement officers, but also to examine one possible coping mechanism (religious coping)
which would be uniquely positioned to address such injury. Furthermore, through analyzing
secondary data and relationships related to the prevalence of moral injury based on additional
factors such as race, gender, rank, position (investigator, patrol officer, school resource officer,
etc.) a deeper understanding of the nature of moral injury is further developed.
Conceptual/Theoretical Framework
In order to present a cogent conceptual and theoretical framework upon which to build
the instant study, there are several requisite concepts which must be proffered. The discussion
which follows attempts to put forth the variety of related concepts/theories which are logically
affiliated and pertinent when attempting to examine the three major concepts of the instant study;
morality (and moral suffering), religion (religious coping) and American law enforcement (as a
subculture, specifically with unique moral conditions, indeed, operating in its own “moral
world”). The section which follows, therefore, presents a conceptual/theoretical taxonomy of the
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“system” of morality (and the relevant subcomponents of that “system,” presented as a Moral
Threat Taxonomy) and also examines several conceptual/theoretical domains, including the
following; Moral Foundations Theory (Haidt, 2013)/Relationship Regulation Theory (Rai &
Fiske, 2011), moral suffering (the umbrella term to include moral distress and moral injury,
while examining several models and aspects of the aforementioned sub-concepts), the
theory/concept of moral agency, along with the theory of Religious Coping (a la Pargament
(2001)) and, perhaps most fittingly, the moral obligations and duties of law enforcement officers
(as discussed by those such as Monaghan (2017)), along with an examination of “faith-based”
(but not necessarily faith dependent) morality, as discussed by Saroglou (2011) and others.
With the groundwork of the concept of moral injury laid by those such as Haley (1974),
Shay (1994) and Litz et al. (2009), and in attempting to examine such a concept within the
framework of the population of American law enforcement, an in-depth examination of the
conceptual and theoretical framework of the instant study (and especially the concept of moral
injury and the theoretical concepts which surround it and, indeed, are intertwined with it) is
imperative. Indeed, while the conceptual framework surrounding moral injury is still burgeoning
from its conceptual beginnings, it is perhaps only now emerging into a theoretical construct,
which begs for further research and rumination over its related constructs, definitions, etc. As
such, as the definition of “theoretical” would suggest, what directly follows is a discussion and
presentation of the theory of the concept of moral injury (and related concepts and theories), in
an attempt to accomplish a twofold manifest. First, in order to move from the theoretical to the
practical, definitions must be established and this operationalization can only occur when, and if,
scholars can agree on a cogent overarching thematic overview (which is presented herein for the
academic community to potentially use as one of the first pieces to combine and logistically
order the variety of states/abilities/conditions/reactions involved in situations involving moral
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injury (or the potential thereof). Second, in operationalizing and establishing such a cogent
framework, further research can be focused onto the actual concept itself, allowing for a better
understanding of the concept of moral suffering (which, includes moral injury and, as is well
established, is only now emerging from the shadows of PTSD and mental health literature).
Chronologically, before delving into the conceptual and theoretical basis of moral injury,
religious coping, etc., one must first present an articulated conceptual and theoretical basis for
morality itself, in general. Without attempting to become too involved with the arguments
surrounding morality/morals/ethics, which have been constantly ebbing and flowing since the
times of Aristotle, Cicero, Kant and Nietzsche, a general definition and conceptual framework of
morality is nonetheless important to establish. While the term “moral,” deriving from the Latin
moralis, a word brought to inception by Cicero to essentially translate the Greek word for
“ethics,” and eventually being first seen in the English language around 1385 in Chaucer’s
Troilus and Cresedye has been much debated (especially considering the nature of morality), the
original definition of the word most certainly still remains relevant and poignant (Windeatt,
1992; Benson, 1987; Yeager, 1984). Indeed, an acceptance of such a definition of morality,
being “of or relating to human character or behavior considered as good or bad; of or relating to
the distinction between right and wrong, or good and evil, in relation to the actions, desires, or
character of responsible human beings; ethical” allows for a broad interpretation, and seems
suited for the purpose of the instant study (Jacobsen, 2010 p. ). Of course, there are several other
theories, more concerned with the nature of morality, that are also relevant, especially when
examining the role of moral decision-making (sic, the results of morally “involved” decisions).
Two that come to the fore, are Relationship Regulation Theory (Rai & Fiske, 2011) and Moral
Foundations Theory (Haidt, 2013; Haidt & Joseph, 2004). As Moral Foundations Theory (Haidt
& Joseph, 2004; Haidt, 2013) concerns itself with the actual basis (e.g. foundations of) for
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morality and Relationship Regulation Theory (Rai & Fiske, 2011) is more so related to the
implementation of moral values, the former is examined more viscerally, while the latter is
presented, simply as it relates to the establishment of a system of morality in a subpopulation. As
is suggested, Moral Foundations Theory (Haidt & Joseph, 2004), which not only aligns with the
American Counseling Association’s (ACA) Code of Ethics (2014) but also has seen popularity
and wide acceptance within the “moral psychology” community, is often considered the
dominant model of contemporary moral psychology and suggests the basis, or foundations, of
morality boil down to five components (Romig et al., 2018; Graham & Haidt, 2013). Each of
these core moral components, or foundations, have both a typified “positive” and an alternative
“negative.” The five “moral foundations,” then are Care/Harm, Fairness/Cheating,
Loyalty/Betrayal, Authority/Subversion and Sanctity/Degradation (Haidt, 2013). Additionally,
further work on this theory by Iyer et al. (2012) has added a sixth foundation of morality, that of
Liberty/Oppression. In addition to the six aforementioned foundational pillars of morality, Moral
Foundations Theory (Haidt & Joseph, 2004) operates according to four key premises (Koleva et
al., 2015). First, the premise of “nativism” suggests that all humans, purely by virtue of their
birth, have an innate sense of morality. This “nativism” is, in essence, the “first draft” of one’s
morality (sic, the framework and decision tree for all subsequent moral dilemmas). However, just
as a book (and most certainly this dissertation) undergo several changes and revisions, according
to Moral Foundations Theory (Haidt & Joseph, 2004), the individual’s experiences and
environment are the pen of the editor (a la the moral relativity alluded to in Plato’s Republic
(2016), revising and further developing and honing the moral foundation of the individual
(allowing it to be especially pertinent to the instant discussion of law enforcement officers, as
they endure specific training and endure a similar set of shared experiences). Additionally, Moral
Foundations Theory (Haidt & Joseph, 2004) also operates under the premise that moral intuitions
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precede moral reasoning (a characteristic which is not only chronologically valid, but also allows
for intuition to lead to moral reasoning, thereby insinuating a moral decision, and possible moral
suffering as a result of said decision). Finally, Moral Foundations Theory (Haidt & Joseph, 2004)
proffers that morality concerns more than just preventing harm/ensuring fairness (which,
admittedly, would be a much too simple dichotomy) (Koleva et al., 2015). Furthermore, Moral
Foundations Theory (Haidt & Joseph, 2004) suggests that the “moral foundations” proffered are,
universally available, yet are also socially constructed by subcultures. Considering the ability of
Moral Foundations Theory (Haidt & Joseph, 2004) to account for, indeed, to allow for, variance
amongst cultural groups and subcultures (which the American law enforcement population
certainly is) it identifies moral concerns which govern how we treat others, as well as how we
operate within groups (Haidt & Kesebir, 2010; Haidt & Joseph, 2007). In the same vein then, the
“moral foundations” are therefore, available to all of humanity, however, they are also socially
constructed, an assertion which, in turn, ties in to social theories of morality, such as
Relationship Regulation Theory, which suggests moral evaluations are socially dependent and
are enacted in order to sustain relationships (Rai & Fiske, 2011).
The conceptual and theoretical framework surrounding moral suffering (moral injury and
moral distress) is, in essence, a philosophical one, while also presenting in the psychological
realm as well. Indeed, the concepts and theories related to moral suffering pull from areas such
as philosophy, psychology, ethics, morality and spirituality/religiosity, creating what is
essentially a “Moral Threat Taxonomy” (as shown in Figure 3) of intertwined theories and
concepts which must be examined, presented and understood, in order to ensure a cogent
discussion of moral injury and moral distress (as components of moral suffering) within the
population of American law enforcement officers, especially when also attempting to take into
consideration religious/spiritual coping strategies utilized to deal with the moral suffering which

41
may result from service as a law enforcement officer. Wherever possible, examples of
theoretical/conceptual components are presented specifically from the law enforcement field, so
as to present real, practical (and more importantly, relatable) situations in which the concept(s)
examined may emerge.
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Figure 3
Moral Injury Taxonomy

Note: This figure was developed and designed with the valuable input and insight of Dr. Peter
Lee of the University of Portsmouth (UK)
A theoretical and conceptual exploration of a “system of morality,” (building upon the
basic definitional construct of morality, as established by the use of the term “morals,” deriving
from the Latin moralis, coined by Cicero, as “actions of or characterized by right behavior”)
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which establishes and evaluates a moral taxonomy (comprised of several components), is also
relevant to a theoretical and conceptual examination of the underlying concept of moral suffering
(including moral injury and moral distress). Concepts relevant to an understanding of a system of
morality include the following; moral compromises, moral emotions, moral licensing, moral
disengagement, moral luck and moral residue. All of these concepts (which, while mostly
philosophically based in their nature) are pertinent to a better understanding of the conceptual
framework of morality at large, and as it relates specifically to the moral experience and potential
suffering, of American law enforcement officers.
First, in establishing the existence of a “Moral Threat Taxonomy,” it is important to lay
the foundation of states and abilities upon which human moral experiences are predicated. For
example, in addition to the concept of synderesis, which describes the natural human faculty that
constantly pushes decision-making towards universally acceptable moral truths, the
abilities/states of moral sensitivity, moral cognition, moral identity, moral intuition and moral
reasoning are all also of note (Lamberto et al., 2017). Moral Identity, as it suggests, is a
component of an individual’s personal identity which revolves around the moral aspects. It is
Moral Identity which performs a regulating function by setting boundaries for individual
behavior and motivates specific moral action (Blasi, 1984; Damon & Hart, 1992; Erikson, 1964).
Moral Identity can even serve to independently influence moral behavior and can predict a range
of moral cognitions and behaviors (Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007; Hardy, Carlo, 2011; Shao et al.,
2008). Thus, Moral Identity can serve to drive moral actions as a means of maintaining
equilibrium between an individual’s “ideal moral self” and the actions they take (and the intent
behind such actions) in a variety of situations (Hannah et al., 2018). Therefore, Moral Identity
serves, in essence, as the very base component of individual morality, impacting additional
components of the “Moral Threat Taxonomy,” to include Moral Cognition and Moral Sensitivity.
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Moral Cognition and Moral Sensitivity
A discussion of the theoretical/conceptual background of morality and moral suffering
(including moral injury) would be remiss if it did not identify and discuss the very ability which
humans possess to assign moral value. Indeed, moral sensitivity, is that very ability and, more
specifically, involves the automatic tagging of ordinary social events with some degree of moral
value (Moll et al., 2005). Furthermore, in addition to the ability to identify “morally relevant”
events, it is perhaps the evaluation of said degrees of value that accounts for the individualistic
nature of moral evaluations (while still adhering to the very pro-social nature of morality itself).
Thus, if an individual did not (or could not) assign a moral value to a decision or situation, the
related level of distress would be essentially non-existent. In essence, just as the value of the
American dollar was once inherently related to the “gold standard,” or, alternatively the stability
and reputation of the government which backed the paper monetary instruments or coins, so the
value of a moral situation is recognized and “backed by” moral sensitivity (Belke & Volz, 2015).
Indeed, it was the gold or government which gave the paper bills their inherent worth (or lack
thereof, in the case of notes throughout history, such as the Confederate dollar or the Continental
currency, the former which lost its value in Northern states and after the fall of the Confederacy
and the latter, which was issued by the First Continental Congress at the outset of the American
Revolution), so it is moral sensitivity (which may vary from person to person) which assigns
“value” to the moral nature of a situation and thus leads to the capacity to experience moral
distress (Christen & Katsarov, 2016; Jordan, 2009; Proctor, 2012; Cao, 2016). Additionally, the
concept of Just Noticeable Difference, a concept commonly used in experimental psychology to
describe the amount of change it takes in a stimulus to be detectable (at least half the time), is
relevant to a discussion of moral sensitivity is moral sensitivity is the vehicle by which an
individual would identify (that is, notice) a “just” (sic morally acceptable) [noticeable] difference
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in practical applications of moral importance (Farrell, 2014 p. 438; Jordan, 2009). Furthermore,
moral sensitivity is a precondition of moral distress, as without identifying a situation as
involving moral questions or being morally charged, there would be no need to engage in moral
decision-making, also known as moral cognition.
More specifically, moral cognition describes the process or processes through which an
individual makes decisions in or about moral situations (Knote, 2005). A specific branch of
neuroscience has even emerged to explain the cognitive and neural mechanisms involved in
moral decision-making and the moral behaviors which emanate from such decisions (Moll et al.,
2005). More specifically, there have been two modes of cognition which underlie moral
behavior (which results from moral cognition). As identified by Andringa et al. (2015), the
“coping mode” and the “co-creation mode” serve as the basis for moral cognition, which
precedes moral behavior, with the former being governed by the “norms of the agent’s continued
existence” and the latter being governed by the “norms of the agent’s flourishing” (p. 4).
Additionally, from a meta-ethical standpoint, moral cognitions are (at least in theists/deists,
which comprise 84% of the world’s population, a value which is only forecasted to increase),
most commonly developed under deontological or prohibitive methods of reasoning (Simpson et
al., 2016; Pew Research Center, 2017). Furthermore, moral cognition, as a process, has been
described as occurring in four distinct stages by those such as Rest (1986) and Kohlberg (1984).
The four-stage moral decision-making (i.e. moral cognition) model requires first, an awareness
of a moral issue (as has been described as moral sensitivity), second, a moral judgement (derived
via moral reasoning), third, an intent to act (upon said judgement), and finally, an engagement in
the intended action (Moll et al., 2005). Of course, the actions which emerge from the moral
cognitive process(es), may in fact result in morally desirable results or, alternatively, morally
undesirable (and potentially morally injurious) results. Indeed, the possibility of a morally
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“wrong” decision or outcome/result, creates its own issues and concerns (of specific concern
when examining moral injury, moral suffering, etc.).
Moral Anxiety and Moral Compromise
Undoubtedly, as a part of the human experience, anticipation of the potential need to
make a decision based in/on morals, including decisions in (or about) situations or events which
may not have clear superior outcomes may arise. It is when one is confronted with the possibility
(or indeed, likelihood) that one will have to make such a decision that moral anxiety can be
experienced. Likewise, moral anxiety cannot exist without previous conditions of the “Moral
Threat Taxonomy” including those such as moral sensitivity. As defined by Tan (2011), moral
anxiety exists specifically when an individual experiences a fear of violating one’s own
conscience or internalized parental and/or societal (and/or professional) standards. Of course,
despite this moral anxiety regarding the making of a moral choice, the actor/agent may have to
(and indeed, in most situations, is required to) make a choice, perhaps there can, or must, be a
mediated choice between legality or social norms and other values (such as effectiveness,
efficiency, etc.), which would suggest a form of “moral compromise,” thereby enabling the
morally ambiguous event/moral dilemma to be resolved by the making of a decision (albeit,
morally right or morally wrong, or producing the morally desirable outcome notwithstanding)
(Loyens, 2014; Hoffmaster & Hooker, 2017). Moral Anxiety (and moral compromise) are
described in the context of American law enforcement by Rudofossi and Lund (2009) in their
work on police personality styles, which specifically presents moral anxiety (and moral
compromise) through the lens of a tenured police officer while comparing his reaction to seeing
his first dead body to the carnage he experienced when responding to the terrorist attack on the
World Trade Center in New York City. Further, as mentioned by Hoffmaster and Hooker (2017),
moral compromise, however unsettling and however anathematized in moral philosophy, is
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indeed a fact of life, perhaps even more so in the person-centered (that is, socially interactive)
occupation of law enforcement that frequently, finds officers thrown into the middle of “dynamic
social encounters” (ranging from contacting suspicious persons to responding to domestic
disturbance calls or calls of an individual intent on self-harm, to name a few) (Tiesman et al.,
2018 p. 503).
Moral Stress Response
As a reaction to moral stressors (or events that are self-referential), an individual is then
presented with the potential for a response to said stress, just as other psychological/physical
stress causes physical and/or emotional responses (commonly referred to as “fight or flight”
responses) (Litz & Kerig, 2019; Rodrigues et al., 2018). Furthermore, just as non-moral stress
can occur with varying degrees of acuity, impact and lingering effects (due in part to an
individual’s ability to utilize appropriate coping skills) moral stressors occur on what is,
essentially, a scale of severity. For example, on the end corresponding to lower intensity, an
individual can experience a moral stressor which would be most appropriately categorized as a
moral challenge, eliciting mere frustration, whereas, on the other extreme end, an individual may
experience an event which is actually morally injurious (resulting in psychological, spiritual
and/or social harms) (Litz & Kerig, 2019). It is specifically the occurrence of a moral stressor
that presents the change from the future oriented fear of the unknown (or the potentiality for an
unknown event) to the moral stress, experienced in the present, which emerges as a result of a
morally ambiguous event (which, as exists in psychological/physical stressors, can also be
countered by relevant coping skills and/or degrees of resilience). The overarching phenomenon
of moral suffering is one that essentially includes two distinct, yet related sub-components; moral
distress and moral injury (Papazoglou & Chopko, 2017). Furthermore, there are, to date, at least
three “models” of moral injury which shall be presented herein. Furthermore, it is important to
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make a conceptual distinction between moral injury and moral distress, which both fall under the
categorical umbrella of moral suffering, yet emanate from two types of distinct events
(Papazoglou & Chopko, 2017).
While the theoretical background of the concept of moral injury has been developed over
several years, as a result of the research and works authored by those such as Litz et al. (2009)
and has evolved definitionally throughout those years, the overarching commonalities of the
multiple definitions remain the same. Indeed, “moral suffering” is then defined conceptually, via
two relevant and encompassing definitions at present. First, Jinkerson (2016) presents a
definition which proffers moral injury as a particular type of psychological trauma characterized
by the experiencing of moral emotions, which can develop when one violates his or her moral
beliefs, is betrayed, or witnesses trusted individuals committing atrocities or actions which they
deem morally questionable or wrong (Jinkerson, 2016), while Farnsworth, Drescher, Evans and
Walser (2017) put forth a similar, yet slightly more encompassing definition, that is, that moral
injury is the expanded social, psychological, and spiritual suffering stemming from costly or
unworkable attempts to manage, control, or cope with the experience of moral pain. It is also
important to acknowledge that moral injury is, in fact, not a concrete theory or concept, instead,
as suggested by Molendijk (2018), moral injury is a socially shaped phenomenon. However, two
main conceptual/theoretical models of moral injury have emerged, with a third having been
recently presented and published. Both the Functional-Contextual Model [of MI] (Farnsworth et
al., 2017) and the Descriptive-Prescriptive Model [of MI] (Farnsworth, 2019) have emerged and
have been shown to have their strengths and weaknesses, while a third model, the Stress Injury
Model [of MI] (Nash, 2019) has also emerged, although its empirical base is yet to be established
and solidified. In its base form, the Functional-Contextual Moral [of MI] concerns itself with the
dichotomy between “what is” and “what ought to be” (Farnsworth, 2019). Furthermore, moral
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injury, as most injuries, requires pain, in this case, moral pain [(the experience of dysphoric
moral emotions and cognitions (e.g., self-condemnation) in response to a morally injurious event
(Farnsworth et al., 2017)]. Additionally, chronologically, in any systemic understanding of
suffering, it is important to also acknowledge what occurs when suffering is lessened. In the case
of moral suffering, moral healing is also conceptually related, and occurs as physical healing
occurs with physiological injuries and appears equivalent to moral injury as physical healing is to
physical pain exemplified by the fact that moral suffering is commonly described in ways similar
to those used to describe physical injuries (using terms such as “injury,” “wounds,” “trauma,”
“pain,” “suffering,” “patient” and “anguish”) (Mann & Mann, 2013; Braitman et al., 2018;
Bourdreau, 2011; Brock & Lettini, 2012; Kinghorn, 2012; Doehring, 2019; Hodgson & Carey,
2017; Shay, 2002; Fritts, 2013; Litz & Kerig, 2019). While moral injury is the actual injury that
occurs due to a morally injurious event (MIE), moral distress is also a pertinent and equally
existent component of moral suffering.
Thus, moral distress [as related to law enforcement professionals] is defined as moral
dilemmas (or else moral disequilibrium) experienced by multiple mundane incidents that
frontline professionals may frequently experience in the line of duty, occurring when a police
officers' action plans, or willingness to help those who suffer is precluded or is not completed
successfully; also, "one or more negative self-directed emotions or attitudes that arise in response
to one's perceived involvement in a situation that one perceives to be morally undesirable”
(Papazoglou & Chopko, 2017; Corley, 2002; Morley, 2003; Campbell et al., 2016). Furthermore,
conceptually, moral distress (the “situation that one perceives to be morally undesirable”) then, is
predicated upon the existence of several additional occurrences, namely the existence/occurrence
of a moral dilemma, which Jameton (1984) defines as a condition which arises when two (or
more) clear moral principles apply, but they support mutually exclusive or inconsistent causes of
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action. However, it is important to also add a categorical inclusion (yet also a delineated
distinction) for events wherein the actor does not realize there are competing moral interests
and/or the morally superior outcome is unknown (McAninch, 2016). While situations where the
morally superior result is determined or is unknown, moral suffering (moral injury and/or moral
distress) is equally possible, as both types of events can result in negative self-directed emotions
after the fact (however, due to the consciousness required of the former, they would likely be
more injurious, based on a theory of intents, which underlies our American legal system itself,
that is, if one intentionally, commits an offense it is viewed more negatively than had the offense
occurred through recklessness or negligence) (Crump, 2009; Veresha, 2017; Silver, 2015;
Steiker; 2005; Bilz & Nadler, 2014). Additionally, moral suffering (including moral injury) can
result from either commission or omission, which, of course, accounts for a wide variety of
actions which can be considered the potential cause of moral suffering, while also bringing the
concept role and impact of agency to the fore (Frankfurt & Frazier, 2016).
Moral Agency
One pivotal condition to the occurrence of moral suffering, and, in reality, any type of
moral decision-making and analysis, is the requisite, inherent determination of moral agency,
that is, the ability to make decisions using moral judgements (Burt & Mansell, 2019).
Additionally, the degree of agency involved (or allowed) in a given event, that is, what level of
intent and/or involvement the actor had (or was permitted to have) on the event and/or the
outcome of the event, is also pivotal to the eventuality or possibility of the development of moral
suffering (Campbell et al., 2017; Jameton, 1984; Mänttäri-van der Kuip, 2020). Furthermore, it is
important to recognize that agency is comes in two forms, occurring in the form of either
inhibitive or proactive agency, which prevents one from acting immorally or supports positive
action towards moral decision-making/actions, respectively (Bandura, 1999). When discussing
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actions taken by an individual (or those acts observed by them) a major condition in the impact
of said event is the level of [moral] agency exhibited by the moral actor (in the case of the instant
study, the police officer performing various functions and encountering various situations in the
course of his duties). Similarly, it should be acknowledged that, in a professional setting, there
are several conditions that may exists in a given situation which may restrict or limit the degree
of agency an individual may exert on a situation. For example, an individual may not always
have all the requisite information or facts to enable them to make a “correct” moral judgement
and decision, they may not make the “correct” decision under the stresses of performing their job
(a condition which is certainly present in almost all cases of law enforcement officers acting
upon their capacity for moral agency) and they most certainly cannot always foretell or predict
what the outcome of their actions may actually be, no matter their intent (Campbell et al., 2017).
With this lack of forward-facing omniscience, there are several subcomponents of moral agency
which may arise.
First, as they relate to an individual’s involvement in an event (which may be potentially
morally injurious), an individual can exert varying degrees of moral action or cooperation with
the event. Indeed, the degree of cooperation (or lack thereof) with an event, can impact the
likelihood and/type of moral suffering experienced by the moral actor. Latham (2016) furthers
two distinct forms of “cooperation” capturing the opposite ends of the “intent”/involvement
spectrum. Formal Cooperation, that is, engaging in a moral decision [based on one’s capacity for
moral agency] suggests the individual held not only knowledge of, but support and/or approval
for the coming moral wrong. Alternatively, in the case of Material Cooperation, the moral actor
held no degree of intent for the wrong to be done (although it may have actually occurred)
(Latham, 2016; Jone, 1948). Such definitions can be easily combined with the matrix by which
those such as Arjoon (2007) determine whether cooperation was material or formal. The
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conditions upon which Arjoon’s (2007) matrix rests are as follows; if the agent does not will the
whole operation, (2) if the agent’s part in the operation is not intrinsically wrong, and (3) if there
is proportionate need for cooperation (p. 399). This matrix can, while determining the type of
cooperation, also help develop appropriate levels of moral responsibility (depending on the type
and degree of cooperation, of course). Additionally, according to Latham (2016), and building
upon the assertions of those such as Davis (1938) and Slater (1928), two sub-types of Material
Cooperation seem possible; Immediate [Material] Cooperation and Mediate [Material]
Cooperation (Kaveny, 2012). Immediate [Material] Cooperation, as delineated by Latham (2016)
occurs when the actor provides material aid which is absolutely necessary to the commission of
the wrongful act, effectively merging the actions of the cooperator and wrongdoer according to
Kaveny (2012), whereas Mediate [Material] Cooperation occurs when cooperation with or
benefit from wrongdoing isn’t a condition of the possibility of the wrongful act itself” (Latham,
2016 p. 32). Of course, it should be understood however that, to eliminate any and all links to
evil (i.e. morally undesirable) actions or results is essentially impossible (Rubio, 2017). As such,
the degree and type of cooperation is integral to the potential for moral suffering as it is
inherently tied to an individual’s involvement, responses of the moral agent to an event are also
of note when speaking of moral agency.
Regarding responses to a moral dilemma or other potentially morally injurious event,
there are both “first-person” and “third-person” responses, defined by not only the emotions
brought up but, also, of course, the relationship between the actor and the event itself (as
participant or spectator) (McAninch, 2016). Furthermore, the psychological responses/reactions
stemming from regret are different in their psychological expression and content depending upon
whether the actor was the causal force or a mere spectator (Scarre, 2017). To borrow an analogy
put forth by Marlante (2011), the impact on an individual’s morality would certainly vary
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depending upon the “distance from the spurting blood” (p. 146). That is, the closer an individual
is to the violent blow which drew blood, the more blood they are likely to be soaked in (be it
biological blood or “moral” blood, sic blame) (Marlante, 2011; Meagher, 2014). Thus, if the
actor was personally involved, two forms of (negative) responses can arise. On one hand, the
moral agent can experience Agent Remorse (by assigning culpability), whereas the individual
can also experience Agent Regret (that is, would the situation have been better had it been
different or had the actor acted differently?), with the latter being described, and, in fact, argued
with additional vigor, as a “rational” conclusion to be drawn considering the nature of human
interaction and conflict (Williams, 1981; Sussman, 2018). As Williams (1981) notes, and
Kamtekar and Nichols (2019) emphasize, there is an inherent difference between an individual
reflecting upon their own actions and a spectator ruminating on the outcome of a given situation,
even if they had little actual involvement in the event itself or influence on the outcome.
Additionally, the moral agent is want to experience regret if they determine the situation could
have been better had they acted/responded/decided differently (be their actions based on
intentional choices or accidental agency) (Kamtekar & Nichols, 2019). Similarly, Agent
Remorse and Agent Regret are not mutually exclusive, and an agent can indeed feel both,
depending on their degree of culpability (the lack of which would inherently remove the
potential for technical Agent Remorse) (Sussman, 2018). From the “third-person” perspective,
that is, as a spectator to the event, similar and coinciding, yet distinct, responses may occur. For
example, a spectator can respond by assigning blame (which correlates with Agent Remorse) or
can respond by experiencing Spectator Regret (which responds to the question posed by Agent
Regret, answering “how much better indeed?”) (Williams, 1981). Additionally, others have
attempted to proffer a distinct form of reaction, considered phenomenologically and conceptually
different from agent-regret, remorse and generalized regret (De Wijze, 2005). This additional
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construct of regret, dubbed “tragic-remorse,” involves an actor/moral agent making a decision
which involves unavoidable moral wrongdoing (in one or more possible outcomes) and, more
specifically, “dirty hands” situations. While similar to the previously described “Dirty Harry”
conundrum, “dirty hands” situations occur when the decision/action was justified (or even
morally obligatory) yet wrong and/or shameful, causing a sense of lost moral innocence on
behalf of the moral agent and which most certainly would pull in many events in which an
officer may have to act including “separating families” and “separating people from their
property” (Thalos, 2017 p. 181,183; Stocker, 1990; De Wijze, 2005; Tigard, 2019). Furthermore,
Hollis (1982 p. 394) suggests that “once a dilemma has been posed for a person in office [...] it is
too late for clean hands, whatever he does” and, because officers are more likely to encounter
such situations, it is important to acknowledge their existence and, perhaps even acknowledge
that it would be impossible, based on the nature of police work, for our officers, indeed the
keepers of law and order, to maintain complete and unsullied moral innocence or perfect moral
adherence (especially when one considers the potentially duality of moral reasoning and attempts
to adhere to the moral constructs of different moral worlds) (Nick, 2019; Moon, 2019). Similarly,
considering the law enforcement profession is commonly misunderstood by those not employed
in such a profession (including the news media and civilians at large), it should be noted that it
may, in fact, be quite easy for an officer to make a decision which is considered both “right’ and
“wrong” depending on who is evaluating such actions, in what “moral world” he was acting, etc.
(Kennedy & Birch, 2018; Vickers et al., 2014). With the aforementioned “responses,” which
could arise as a result of an action by a moral agent, there is also another category of potential
“reaction” to a decision which is made by a moral agent, most notably that of moral licensing
and moral disengagement.
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Moral Licensing and Moral Disengagement
Moral Licensing and Moral Disengagement are but two [potential] states [of mind] which
may arise in the mind of a moral actor/agent, both of which allow for a sort of “calculated”
immoral decision-making. As indicated by Hess and Wrobleski (2006) and Masters (1995),
justifying immoral decisions is a condition of the law enforcement occupation which arises due,
in part, to the police subculture, the frequency with which officers encounter morality-based
events, etc. More specifically, both Moral Licensing and Moral Disengagement can be utilized
by the moral actor as a form of justification for a moral/immoral decision-making (that is, as a
component of the moral judgement/moral reasoning process). Conversely, each can be utilized as
a predicate for the making of a potentially immoral decision and, as such, can obviously impact
the perception of morality on behalf of the actor/moral agent and subsequently potentially impact
the potential for moral suffering (or lack thereof).
Moral Licensing, as coined by Monin and Miller (2001), describes the state of mind
whereby an actor/moral agent relies on past moral behavior or actions in order to justify future
immoral behavior (and/or to negate a perceived need to act morally). Moral Licensing, which is
the opposite of Moral Cleansing (whereby an actor/moral agent compensates or “makes
payment” for acting or feeling immoral) is conceptualized into two potential theoretical bounds:
moral credentials or moral credits (Tetlock et al., 2001; Zhong & Liljenquist, 2006; ). While the
two would, on their face appear quite similar, in that they allow an individual to feel confident in
their morality (and thus not worry about being immoral at a later time) they really each have
their own distinct characteristics, the differences between which could be multiplied
exponentially when it comes to moral action (Merritt et al., 2010). That being said, both moral
credits and moral credentials are essentially the same “pathways” on the road to Moral Licensing
and can act separately and/or simultaneously, depending on the occasion (Effron & Monin,
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2010). Indeed, Moral Licensing has been examined in the realms of political correctness,
consumer behavior, dietary choices, charitable giving, environmentally friendly behavior and
racial prejudice, revealing a potentially vast sphere of influence and potential existence (Mazar &
Zhong, 2010; Effron et al., 2009; Monin & Miller, 2001; Crocker et al., 1998; Sachdeva et al.,
2009; Jordan et al., 2009; Khan & Dhar, 2007; Milkman et al., 2009). Furthermore,
compounding the potential impact of Moral Licensing on moral reasoning, which may lead to
decisions which predicate potentially morally injurious events, there has been research which has
suggested that individuals can consciously attempt to “bank” future [moral] credits (could
perhaps have an impact on potential moral suffering, in that perhaps if someone has “banked”
enough “moral credits” they would equalize the [negative] results of a potentially morally
injurious events and, therefore, lead to no presenting “signs” of moral suffering/moral
distress/moral injury (a theoretical question which certainly yearns for further research) (Merritt
et al., 2012; Bradley-Geist et al., 2010).
As previously mentioned, while Moral Licensing allows an individual to essentially
perform “mental moral math,” Moral Disengagement, is essentially a method by which a moral
agent/actor may justify the process of one’s moral reasoning and/or the results stemming from
the moral actions predicated upon such moral reasoning (which may also impact the potential
for/presentation of moral suffering). One of the main components of Moral Disengagement is the
diffusion of responsibility, which allows the moral agent/actor to move the burden for the
outcome of the event from themselves (which also is tangentially related to the theory of mind
and intent discussions found in previous sections contained herein, including those titled Moral
Stress Response and Moral Agency). Furthermore, Moral Disengagement falls under four
overarching types or points of disengagement. For example, the Moral Disengagement can occur
via a reconfiguration of the conduct so it is not viewed as immoral, a change in assigned agency,
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a morphosis of the nature of consequences and/or a change in treatment/human consideration of
the victims (Bandura, 1999). It is at these four distinct points in the process of internal moral
cognition and reasoning that self-censure may/might/should occur (should it be warranted),
however, such self-censure may not actually materialize if Moral Disengagement is “successful”
in disconnecting the agent with the immoral conduct. Bandura (1999) further delineates eight
methods of Moral Disengagement, which are worth at least a superficial examination, due to
their role in the moral reasoning process, which could, obviously, impact the potential
presentation of moral suffering by changing the lens through which the actor sees the events (for
example, it would be logical to conclude that, should an individual commit an immoral act, but
justify it through Moral Disengagement, the potential for moral suffering would be significantly
lower as there would not likely be any perceived violation on one’s moral beliefs (since they
justified the behavior/results already). The eight means by which an individual/moral agent/actor
can justify their moral action (and arguably inaction) include the following; Moral Justification
(detrimental conduct portrayed as serving a moral purpose or being socially worthy),
Euphemistic Labeling (makes conduct more acceptable based on the language used to describe it,
mirroring the freedom fighter/terrorist example mentioned previously herein), Advantageous
Comparison (which exploits contrast principle which makes the conduct appear better/more
desirable when compared to a worse alternative), Displacement of Responsibility (minimizes the
agentive role in the harm caused by the conduct in question), Diffusion of Responsibility (allows
for any harm done to be attributed to nobody by being attributable to everybody),
Disregard/Distortion of Consequences (results from placing “moral distance,” a combination of
temporal and/or physical between the action/outcome and the consequences, indeed, to return to
the analogy of Marlante (2011), to distance oneself from the actual strike to a position outside of
the “blood splatter zone”), Dehumanization (stripping others of human qualities in order to
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lessen the sense of harm caused) and Attribution of Blame (placing the blame on one’s
adversary/enemy/the victim and/or the circumstances) (Bandura, 1999; 2016). As can be seen,
each method of Moral Disengagement, be it Euphemistic Labeling (i.e. using the “language of
non-responsibility,” Diffusion of Responsibility (i.e. capitalizing on the collective action doctrine
a la Zimbardo (1995)) or others, can definitively “delete” the moral responsibility and can help
the individual/moral agent/actor “cope” with and/or justify their action or inaction, by reducing
moral self-sanctions and changing the internalized guides towards moral conduct, depending, of
course on the circumstances and at what point of the moral judgement/moral reasoning process it
is enacted (Kamerman, 1998; Bandura, 1999;2002; 2016) Furthermore, it is important to note
that the Moral Disengagement process is not a single point process, but transformative and, while
each method of Moral Disengagement may be viable individually, they also can operate
conjointly, and at varying levels (Bandura, 2002). Each of the aforementioned methods by which
an individual/moral agent/actor can disengage from their action/inaction is important to an
understanding not only of the theoretical and conceptual framework of morality, but also
pivotally important in a discussion of morality which also considers the
function/occurrence/potential for moral suffering. Ensuring that police officers are not able to
“delete” their humanity, and determining proper resources which maintain that humanity, while
also enabling and allowing them to act appropriately in protection of themselves and others is yet
one examples of the tight-rope that officers walk on every day (Bandura, 2016).
As a cornerstone, upon which an examination and any form of empirical examination of
the existence/role of moral injury on the American law enforcement population must be based, is
the assertion that morality applies to law enforcement officers. Indeed, as Crank (1998) put forth,
“in the heart of every cop is a sense of morality” (p. 81). Similarly, Crank, Flaherty and
Giacomazzi (2007) and Caldero and Crank (2011:2000) suggest that what is called the “noble
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cause,” (that is, a moral commitment by most police officers to protect society and to maintain
peace and order) is the highest held value in the American law enforcement culture. Further, as
Steinker (2005) and others, such as Goodin (1995), Erskine (2008), Lang (2007) and List and
Pettit (2011), the government is an undoubted agent of morality (commonly referred to as the
agential theory) and, because law enforcement officers are, by the nature of their employment,
state actors, law enforcement officers would logically become moral actors, by proxy, at the very
least (Fleming, 2017; Griffin .v. Maryland, 1964; Monroe .v. Pape, 1961; Screws .v. United
States, 1945; Williams .v. United States, 1951). Obviously, this assertion must, categorically, be
true, not only from a societal perspective but also from an individualistic perspective, no matter
if one adheres to the doctrine of moral universality or a socially-defined morality (as is supported
herein) and, the existence of morality as a cornerstone of law enforcement character is definitely
worth a deeper examination (Reiner, 1992, p. 89-90). Furthermore, as suggested by Kleinig
(1996), those who restrict the freedoms of others (and who are, arguably, responsible for
upholding the norms, as codified in statutory laws, of the communities they serve, hold the
burden to justify their existence and the terms under which they operate (p. 13). Additionally, it
is this very nature of the moral framework, on which policing stands, which can result in “Noble
Cause Corruption,” which occurs when the underlying moral code of law enforcement seems to
“enable” officers (or agencies) to condone police work wherein the ends justify the means,
seeing deception, breaking of rules, etc., as “necessary evils” in order to accomplish the goals of
the Noble Cause itself (Caldero & Crank, 2011). Additionally, what has been dubbed the “Dirty
Harry” problem, can also arise, when an officer encounters a choice between two (or more)
wrongs and must determine what may serve the greater good (Klockars, 1980; Delattre, 2011).
What, then, are the moral constructs which impact and/or linger in the minds and obligatory roles
of law enforcement officers (in addition to the always present moral constructs and expectations
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which rest upon the shoulders of a law enforcement officer by virtue of their simple existence as
a member of society at large)?
A framework of the moral obligations and duties placed upon law enforcement officers,
that is, essentially a theory of police morality, not only serves to establish the constraints of the
law enforcement moral world (one of but many “moral worlds” to which one could belong, but
also to explain the moral duties and obligations placed upon law enforcement officers and to
attempt to forecast potential decision-making models, which, should the “rules” of the “law
enforcement moral world” be violated, could result in moral suffering. For the sake of clarity, the
civilian “moral world” (in which law enforcement officers also exist) need not be examined
specifically, as we all experience it and can most likely imagine and easily identify several
examples of existence in a “moral world” in which we all exist. The role of police is one that has
been debated almost since the inception of the profession, however, one of the most basic
purposes of a law enforcement officer is to protect the moral rights of others (in the aggregate)
which also frequently involves encountering and addressing situations with moral undertones
(Miller, 2009; Banks, 2018; Kopko, 2011). Secondarily, there is a duty to provide aid in
emergencies and to protect persons. Indeed, police officers have a moral duty to place
themselves into harm’s way in order to protect others. It is important to note here that, while law
enforcement officers may have a moral obligation to protect others and respond to emergencies
[albeit contractually acquired from the moment they swear an oath to enforce the laws of their
jurisdiction], they, in fact (and perhaps surprisingly to some), have no legal or constitutional duty
to protect, according to case law established as early as 1856 in South v. Maryland [(59 U.S.
(How.) 396, 15 L.Ed., 433 (856)] and, more recently in cases such as Warren v. District of Columbia
[444 A.2d 1 (D.C. Ct. of App. 1981)], DeShaney v. Winnebago County Department of Social Services

[489 U.S. 189 (1989)] and Castle Rock v. Gonzales [545 U.S. 748 (2005)]. As a note on the
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contractual special moral obligation assumed by law enforcement officers, Monaghan (2017)
suggests an individual takes on a special moral duty/obligation if they meet any of the following
three conditions; 1) one is particularly well-suited to provide morally important aid, 2) one is
casually responsible for another’s vulnerability and/or 3) one has voluntarily taken on an
obligation (p. 222-223). While Monaghan (2017) goes on to proffer that law enforcement
officers meet all three conditions, they undoubtedly satisfy the third condition (in that officers
often, if not always, take the job voluntarily and additionally swear some type of oath to those
they serve, although specific language most certainly varies) and, considering Monaghan’s
(2017) assertion of a special moral duty only requires the meeting of one of the aforementioned
three conditions, the special moral obligation should be considered as applicable, without
rebuttal. Nonetheless, as there is, clearly, at times, a stark contrast between moral and legal
obligations, the moral obligation placed upon law enforcement officers appears most relevant to
an examination of moral suffering (moral injury and moral distress) as it allows for a more
human and individualistic understanding, inclusive of the emotions and cognition which exists in
the human experience (Kleinig, 1996 p. 8; Cane, 2012; Ozcelik, 2016). Additionally, it is
important to also understand the, at times, competing, yet equally pertinent theories of the “duty
of care” versus the “duty of loyalty,” which exist within the law enforcement population (Shay,
2014). Shay (2014) further suggests that the aforementioned duties, commonly referenced as
dual components of those of a fiduciary (evolving from the Latin verb fidere, “to trust”), refer to
duties to take care attentively (“duty of care”), and to subordinate their own interests to those of
the person or persons in their care should they conflict (“duty of loyalty”). Therefore, with these
two duties, which, at their core establish a type of moral obligation themselves, without even
considering the commonly held notions and ideas of the role of law enforcement officers to
“serve and protect” (established by a form of social contract theory) a law enforcement officer is
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faced with several potential circumstances in which moral obligations and duties would apply.
Issues of moral concepts, predicated on the moral obligations of a law enforcement officer as
previously described, and which have applied to them special moral duties include the use of
force, the use of discretion, the concept of providing security, maintaining privacy and
confidentiality, among others (Monaghan, 2017).
Furthermore, it is from the overarching “duty to protect” that several actions of law
enforcement, which are, at times, deemed “revenue generating” and “quota driven” evolve. For
example, enforcement of most traffic laws (those related to the operation of a motor vehicle on
public highways) derive from the “duty to protect (life)” in that they are based in an attempt to
ensure safety and to provide a safer transportation system by reducing the individualistic
yearnings of some who might otherwise overcast the highway networks with an unsafe storm
cloud (i.e. by traveling at any speed they deem appropriate, not sharing the road with others, such
as cyclists or pedestrians, driving while intoxicated, failing to signal intent to perform actions
such as turning or changing lanes, etc.) (Delavary Foroutaghe et al., 2020; Dong et al., 2017;
Desapriya et al., 2003; Lucas, 2015). Additionally, the duty to protect persons (and property)
should also be considered the basis for law enforcement actions related to maintaining order, and
restoring order, should it be lost (Papazoglou, 2017; Miller & Blackler, 2016). Herbert (1996)
has gone further to add that the inherent “issues” of engaging in police work such as the
contradiction between the police's underlying goal to prevent crime and their natural lack of the
ability to do so with complete effectiveness, the need to control ambiguity (and unknowns) in the
almost limitless and everchanging situations they encounter (which also emphasizes the nature of
situationally dependent, potentially divergent moral requirements), and the fact that they almost
always must act against the interest of at least one party, while also wielding instruments which
carry the capacity to maim of kill, almost require the “salve” of an underlying morality
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(Progrebin, 2003). The requirement of the “salve” of special moral
considerations/duties/obligations/perspectives, as stated by Herbert (1996; p. 799), is in
agreement with the existence of a special level and degree of moral obligations and duties placed
upon law enforcement officers by those such as Monaghan (2017), Miller (2009), Reiner (1992)
and Crank (1998), as previously discussed, further establishing the unique “system of morality”
under which law enforcement officers operate, and the “moral world” in which they may find
themselves experiencing moral suffering. Finally, within this “moral world” law enforcement
officers can experience what has been labeled as the “God Syndrome,” which, in addition to its
religious undertones (not the least of which is omnipotence and omniscience), emerges when
officers feel like they must always respond to all emergencies, save all victims and support all
those who suffer (Beaton & Murphy, 1995).
Morality and Religion
As the final piece of the conceptual and theoretical framework related to moral injury and
the additional variable of religious coping, one must also present a framework related to the
interplay between religion and morality. Specifically, while there would seem to be no need to
establish a faith-based morality, but instead to proffer theories and concepts related to the
interaction of faith (sic religion and spirituality) and morality, there is a growing body of
literature which asserts that there is considerable overlap between the cognitive predispositions
and cultural representations (Roes & Raymond, 2003). Furthermore, as suggested by Koenig,
Youssef and Peare (2019) spiritually integrated treatment approaches have begun to emerge, as a
result of the nature of moral injury which inherently includes transgression of values based on
religious beliefs (p. 10). Additionally, research has shown that moral injury can result in not only
religious struggles but also a complete loss of religious faith, which would also suggest
religion/spiritual-centered treatment interventions may be especially valuable in addressing such
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a loss of a component of one’s self (Koenig et al., 2019)

Therefore, the interplay between

religion/spirituality and morality is one that is well established. Additionally, morality and
religion/spirituality are also linked by the very virtue of the definition of moral injury presented
by Litz and Kerig (2019), which defines a component of moral injury as that which one
considers spiritual injury. Further, as posited by Fritts (2013), those who experience moral injury
may be simultaneously considered both [psychological] patients and [religious] penitents (p. 30).
Similarly, there exists a very recently emerging niche of theological and hermeneutic discussion,
furthered by those such as Sperry (2021a:2021b) who proffers a concept of “sacred moral injury”
(that which involves a violation of trust committed by a religious leader or organization), whilst
Kelle (2021) and McDonald (2017) have begun to explore moral injury both as a construct in the
Christian religious literature, but also throughout the world’s religious and sacred texts,
furthering the sense of entanglement between moral injury and religion. As a caveat before
diving in, however, the relationship between morality and religion cannot, and should not, be
framed upon what is “nice,” as it often is, because what is “nice” (and typically considered
automatically moral from a religious perspective) may be culturally or socially unacceptable, sic
morally wrong. For example, when an individual is captured for committing a heinous crime, for
example, the sexual assault of a child, what is “nice,” (a lack of punishment, rehabilitation only,
the issuance of an apology to the victim, etc.) may not be accepted as morally “right” by the
populace, or their legal system and may, not be completely morally harmless in that the norm
violator (in this case, accused/convicted criminal) is/may be harmed in some way (Koonz, 2003;
McKay & Whitehouse, 2015). Indeed, [a theory of] morality cannot hinge purely upon what is
“nice,” nor can it be simply considered the absence of any harm, nor can simple “niceness” be
considered the sole component of morality (McKay & Whitehouse, 2015). In fact, a commonly
referenced phrase in the historical and political arenas may be a prime example of this potential
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duality; undoubtedly, as the examples of John Brown, George Washington, Nelson Mandela,
and biblical characters such as Moses and Joshua reveal, “one man’s freedom fighter is another
man’s terrorist” (De Zulueta, 2008; Kleinot, 2017; Schnelle, 2012; Bell, 2005; Ahktar, 2017;
Cosgrove, 2011 p. 144; Martin, 2016; Bandura, 1999). Thus, an approach which automatically
and invariably equates niceness with morality would be flawed in several ways, not the least of
which would be a basic ignorance of the variety of moral motivations, concerns and behaviors
which are involved in the implementation of morality (and religion/spirituality) along with the
semantic values of “terrorist,” “freedom fighter,” “niceness” and “moral-” or “just-war” (Montiel
& Shah, 2008).
However, religion does typically include morality as one of its basic dimensions, at the
very least commonly espousing a code of conduct for its adherents (i.e. The Ten Commandments
for Christians, the Torah for those of the Jewish faith, etc.) (Saroglou, 2011; Simpson et al.,
2016; Geringer & Wiener, 2019). Furthermore, what has been dubbed the theory of “moralizing
gods,” which hinges on the existence of (or, at the very least, the belief in,) “powerful
supernatural agents who monitor behavior and punish moral infractions” further explains the
relationship between religion/spirituality and morality (McKay & Whitehouse, 2015 p. 48). The
cultural notions which undergird the entire concept of “moralizing gods” are based upon
cognitive intuitions about agency, Theory of Mind (ToM) (which speaks to the concept of how
individuals make moral decisions, a process dubbed moral cognition) and fairness (McKay &
Whitehouse, 2015 p. 48; Knote, 2005: Pellizzoni et al., 2010). Indeed, within this theoretical
framework, morality and religion/spirituality are indeed, separate, yet equally important
conditions under which humans experience the human condition. In fact, the belief in moralizing
gods can bring focus to one of the underlying components of morality, that of moral distress, in
that it could logically be seen to have an impact on the moral quandary of moral distress, that is,
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how far one is reasonably expected to go in order to “do the right thing.” If God is always
watching (or, alternatively, if God is specifically concerned with moral actions) must one always
do good, no matter what? Is the God in which one believes (if one believes at all) the ultimate
source and/or arbiter of morality (what Simpson, Piazza and Rios (2016) term divine
determinacy)? Of course, this question presents a variety of possible answers, some of which
would certainly stretch the bounds of what society and cultures would consider “normal” and/or
required and/or acceptable behavior. For example, if one were to consider the spectrum of moral
action (similar to that presented by Aristotle when defining courage and virtue), as that existing
between a range of moral ambiguity, moral cowardice, moral courage and finally moral heroism
(each with varying degrees of moral adherence moving in order from a state of apathy to a state
of absolute moral adherence no matter the cost), one can imagine an actor making
decisions/acting differently depending on the variety of circumstances which they may encounter
(and possibly not even reacting the same in similar circumstances (Hamric et al., 2015).
Certainly, one cannot be expected to act to the degree of being morally fool hearty in every
single situation involving morality (Meagher, 2014).
Furthermore, as culture is an inherent function of the human experience, the relatedness
which comes from cultural connections fulfilling our innate need for socialization, is also seen in
the development of religion (Maslow, 1968; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Nonetheless, if one were to
forgo the existence of “moralizing gods,” there have been gods in a variety of cultural and
historical societies which have held an undercurrent of moral considerations, even if the god is
not explicitly morality-oriented in nature, further supporting the notion that morality and religion
are inherently intertwined and mutually dependent upon each other for a variety of functions, as
shown in studies of religious priming and adherence to moral norms such as that conducted by
Laurin et al. (2012). Additionally, based on the abstract nature of most deities, there are many
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idiosyncratic conceptions of God which can impact the actions of the believer (and the effects of
priming as described above) are impacted. For example, whether an individual believes that the
god in which they believe is moralizing or not, whether they adhere to a more punishment-based
dogma, or that of a more loving, merciful god, the correlated system of morality which may
emanate from said belief is also certainly of note (Shariff & Norenzayan, 2011; Unnever et al.,
2011; Sarkissian & Phelan, 2019). Furthermore, morality without some form of cosmic justice
would be futile and pointless. Indeed, what good are rules and norms if there is no reward or
punishment for following them or violating them? Logically, the entire concept of cosmic justice
inherently requires some type of diety, the worship of which is inherently a religion (Oderberg,
2011). Further, especially in monotheistic religions, the existence of God can be deduced from a
requirement for an arbiter of [cosmic] justice, and, as argued by Oderberg (2011), the Christian
God/Christianity rises above its rival monotheistic religions in explaining cosmic justice.
However, while one can accept that religion and morality are related (and commonly referenced
in legal statutes, such as those related to exemptions from military service or some other
government mandate, together, as if to reference mutually dependent ideas/concepts), one must
not consider them to be the exact same thing, that one is the other or directly causes the other, as
revealed by the research performed by Skitka, Hanson, Washburn and Mueller (2018). Said
research revealed the flaws in the “equivalence hypothesis,” which suggested that religious and
moral convictions are functionally the same (even though, they may, often, be considered
practically the same thing as the aforementioned statutory language reveals) (Purzycki, 2013;
Greenawalt, 2007). However, nonetheless, religion as we know it came into being as a group
phenomenon, just as morality is inherently concerned with pro-social behaviors and religion, in
fact, includes, as one of its foundational dimensions, a sense of morality (Paloutzian, 2017;
Saroglou, 2011).
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It has even been suggested that every single society in the history of man has included
some form of religion in its very existence and that religion is the “glue” that holds societies
together, while morality is the rigid proverbial “nails” which ensure a secondary form of check
and balance on socially acceptable/normative actions and behaviors and both the “nails” and
“glue” serve to ensure the structural integrity of the societal construction-piece (Durkheim, 1995;
Glazier, 1999; Johnson & Krüger, 2004; Simpson et al., 2016). It is these pro-social behaviors,
which contribute to the development of cultures and subcultures, such as religious affiliations
and group solidarity and, as religions are cultures, in and of themselves, they inherently imbue
their own systems of morality (creating distinct “moral worlds,” as that term was previously
defined and described, based on religious identities) (Cohen & Hill, 2007; Meagher, 2014;
Berlinger & Berlinger, 2017). Similarly, the dichotomy between religious/spiritual standards of
behavior and those found in the law enforcement profession can, thus, create yet another
opportunity for moral compromises (due to conflicts between dogmatic dictates or
religious/spiritual beliefs and department policy, law, effectiveness, etc.). As a part of this
morality-based religio-cultural system, the quest for moral and/or spiritual discipline (or
remaining aligned with the social norms dictated by a culturally-based code of behavior) has
been a part of the American experience for quite some time (Wuthnow, 1998). Additionally,
there is also support for the concept that moral injury is a very spiritual matter, intrinsically
intertwining morality and religion/spirituality (Childs, 2018). Similarly, moral injury has
previously been examined through a religious/spiritual lens (Doehring, 2015; 2019; Hodgson &
Carey, 2017). Likewise, with the concept of future self-orientation in mind, this mindset, which
has been found to impact moral decision-making, could be increased in those with strong
religious/spiritual affiliations or beliefs, thereby potentially decreasing the likelihood of immoral
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decision-making, again, bringing to the fore the potential importance of the role of
religion/spirituality and morality (and vice versa) (Hershfield et al., 2012).
Furthermore, in a classical theory of ethics (which, while not synonymous with morality,
is inherently related and quite similar), Shweder, Much, Mahapatra and Park (1997) bring
together ethical principles and religiosity/spirituality through the “ethical domain” of Divinity,
which asserts religious and/or spiritual entities or concepts as sources of moral authority and
regulation (Guerra & Giner-Sorolla, 2015). In fact, previous research on the interplay of the
“ethical domain” of Divinity (a la Shweder et al., 1997) and morality has shown that a belief in
“the divine,” especially on behalf of evangelical Christians and other denominations which
adhere to an “orthodox” version of moral cosmology, can lead to a prioritization of the Divinity
domain of moral decision-making, which further points to the pivotal role of morality on
religion/spirituality and vice versa (Jensen & McKenzie, 2016; Padilla-Walker & Nelson, 2015;
Starks & Robinson, 2009; Wuthnow, 1988).
Related Literature
A Lack of Prior Research
With regards to the existence of moral injury, in more than a theoretical or conceptual
sense, there is an emerging body of literature which examines moral injury, both the conditions
and the results of enduring such injury. While there exists a body of literature related to moral
injury, in a majority of the studies available for review, the population examined was that of
military members and/or veterans. As such, the theoretical construct of moral injury has been
identified and developed around a military context and, conversely, has been only superficially
examined within the population of law enforcement officers. Additionally, the data readily
available regarding the existence of, factors contributing to, and results of moral injury is bound
within this population. Furthermore, a search of the Liberty University online scholarly materials
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database using the terms “moral injury,” “law enforcement,” and/or “police” yielded less than
five relevant results, with only one study examining moral injury as a construct (within a
population of Finnish law enforcement officers), while only one other examined a related
construct of moral suffering (to include moral injury and moral distress) (Stancel et al., 2019;
Papazaglou & Chopko, 2017). There has been little prior research regarding prevalence of moral
injury, especially in the understudied population of law enforcement officers, while the
prevalence of individual transgressive acts is even more unknown (Frankfurt & Frazier, 2016).
Furthermore, only a single empirical quantitative examination of moral injury in law
enforcement officers has been performed and, in such a case, moral injury was not the only
construct examined (as it was examined as a variable impacting compassion satisfaction).
Additionally, moral injury has not been further examined empirically or theoretically, even
though every officer most likely experiences potentially morally injurious situations in their
career, and certainly has since the dawn of American law enforcement (and, arguably, since the
dawn of policing writ large, both that occurring domestically and in other nations) (Papazoglou
& Chopko, 2017).
Sample Population Differences (and Similarities)
Due to the existence of a larger body of literature regarding the construct of moral injury,
as it relates to military members and veterans, it would be beneficial to acknowledge the data
that has been gathered regarding this population, while also establishing both similarities and
differences between the military and law enforcement subcultures, in order to address the state of
the literature regarding moral injury and police officers and to move in a direction which may
allow deeper examination in this population, which the present study seeks to do. As is
commonly attributed, there are several similarities between the military experience and that of
law enforcement. That being said, each of these similarities may have its own differing degree of
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impact on the existence and role of moral injury. Additionally, these similarities are both
superficial and more deeply rooted. For example, the rank structure and hierarchical
organizational orientation, found in both the law enforcement and military environment, is quite
similar, with commands sometimes being handed down and followed without question,
especially in situations where time is of the essence (Campbell & Campbell, 2010). As Janowitz
(1964), Segal et al. (1992) and Franke (2003) suggest, since 1960, American military efforts
have had a heavy emphasis on peacekeeping and civil conflict resolution, instead of actual
“warfighting.” Similarly, as the military has moved towards peacekeeping, a role which
American law enforcement has always had, American law enforcement has, due to a variety of
evolving threats, come to resemble the military, with regards to equipment and commonly
utilizes tactics developed or perfected in the military to accomplish their law enforcement
objectives. In fact, one could even proffer that fact that the conversion towards similar goals and
methods began at a similar time, with the aforementioned military movement towards
peacekeeping occurring in the 1960’s, whilst the law enforcement movement towards more
military tactics and equipment arguably began in 1967, when the Los Angeles Police Department
developed the first “Special Weapons and Tactics” (SWAT) team (Turner & Fox, 2019).
Additionally, the ultimate role of both the American military and American law
enforcement is to protect the larger population from harm, be it from foreign, domestic or “local”
sources (Campbell & Campbell, 2010). It is through this protective mandate that perhaps the
most integral component of the military and law enforcement subculture related to moral injury
emerges. In order to accomplish this protective goal, Society has granted both members of the
military and police officers with the ability/authority to use force to achieve societal mandates
(Campbell & Campbell, 2010). It is this use of force potential (or authority, in action or in everpresent potentiality) which presents the foundation for a potential litany of situations which may
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confound the moral compass of members of both the military and the law enforcement
populations. It is important to acknowledge that, while the military use of force experience is
inherently different, such situations may also arise in a civilian context, perhaps even more so in
a law enforcement context even though officers are not engaged in warfare, per se and exposure
rates may be equivalent between military members and law enforcement officers (Griffin et al.,
2019; Papazoglou & Chopko, 2017). On the other hand, there are also established differences
between the military and law enforcement experience, as may relate to moral injury.
For example, the area where the actions occur is inherently different. That is to say that
military situations occur abroad, whereas American law enforcement only does so on American
soil (investigation of international crimes by federal agencies and the outlier of military action
occurring on American soil, notwithstanding). Of course, legally there are a variety of
restrictions to keep this very symbiotic state of affairs intact, including the United States
Constitution, along with federal law, state statutes, and general American jurisprudence (i.e.
Posse Comitatus Act, 18 USC §1385, 1878). Due, certainly in part to the difference in venue,
“Rules of engagement” differ between war zones and battlefields and the American streets, as do
the legal/Constitutional constraints on the actions of police versus those of members of the
military (Campbell & Campbell, 2010). Finally, the types of judgements and cognitive demands
of a position in the military and that of a police officer differ, and it is perhaps this very fact that
may raise very concrete, viable differences as it relates to the experience of law enforcement
officers and military members and moral injury (Campbell & Campbell, 2010; Wilson, 1968).
Consequently, the instant study seeks to not only address the existence of a newly
emerging construct in an essentially understudied population, but it has the benefit of having at
least a base of literature on the topic which has emerged from a somewhat similar population.
Nonetheless, based on the differences between the law enforcement and military experiences,
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along with the high suicide rate and rates of other negative coping strategies utilized by law
enforcement, it is important to examine not only the existence of moral injury in the population,
but also to examine religious coping as a response to the negative situations to which one may be
exposed as a law enforcement officer (O'Hara et al., 2013). Of course, an additional component
of the body of literature regarding moral injury, which is a reaction to events experienced, is that
centered around reactions of law enforcement officers to stressors, including critical incidents.
A Lack of Validated [Population Specific] Assessment Instruments
Additionally, one must not only confront the issue of a lack of research in the area, but
also a lack of validated, relevant assessment instruments designed to examine the construct of
moral injury in the law enforcement population specifically. While there have been no
assessment instruments developed to examine moral injury and/or religious coping, specifically
within the law enforcement population, there is indeed a place to begin developing such an
assessment. The Moral Injury Events Scale (MIES, Nash et al., 2013), the Moral Injury
Questionnaire- Military Version (MIQ, Braitman et al., 2018) and the Moral Injury Symptom
Scale (MISS, Koenig et al., 2018), have presented definitive starting points when examining the
construct of moral injury. Additionally, the MIES, MIQ and MISS, have been scientifically
validated and show desirable psychometric properties (as will be further discussed in the
Methods section below) (Braitman et al., 2018; Koenig et al., 2019).
However, in order to appropriately and thoroughly investigate the existence of moral
injury and religious coping within the law enforcement population, it would be beneficial to
develop a uniquely sensitive assessment instrument, or instruments, in order to examine these
constructs, specifically as they apply to the law enforcement population. This would not only
allow one to fill the major gap in the present literature regarding moral injury and religious
coping, as it pertains to the American law enforcement population, but it would also lead to a

74
better, more developed and well-rounded understanding of the concept of moral injury and the
use of religious coping. As can be seen, the three most commonly utilized assessment
instruments related to moral injury have been designed around and/or solely validated with
military populations. While the basis of the assessment instruments may remain valid, due to the
similarities between military and law enforcement populations and simultaneously, further
modifications were developed and implemented to more accurately assess the existence of moral
injury in the law enforcement population (due to the aforementioned differences between
military and law enforcement populations, along with the unique law enforcement subcultural
characteristics).

Summary
Due to the extremely difficult and dangerous job that law enforcement officers perform in
American society, stress and moral injury are inherently likely to abound. Additionally, moral
injury has the unique characteristic of being a wound to one’s psyche or soul, having potentially
severely harmful effects and has been dubbed “an unexplored topic,” with very little research
having been conducted to further examine the construct (Papazoglou & Chopko, 2017). In an
attempt to address the existence of moral injury including developing a better knowledge of the
prevalence of moral injury itself, the instant study sought to address the huge gap in the currently
available literature. Because of the lack of literature, especially related literature developed
within a sub-population of [American] law enforcement officers, the study was also tasked with
amending and revising existing moral injury assessment instruments, including the MIES, MIQ
and MISS, in order to make them more applicable to the instant population, and presumably
more accurate in their information gathering. For example, asking a law enforcement officer
questions related an “enemy,” as some of the items on the MIQ are phrased, simple rephrasing
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may suffice. On the other hand, due to differences in the venue and nature of warfare versus that
of policing, other questions were dropped (such as “I destroyed civilian property during the war”
or could be rephrased to more accurately reflect the conditions under which American law
enforcement officers operate) while others were reframed (such as that which seeks a response to
the statement “I saw/was involved in violations of the rules of engagement,” which was reframed
to seek out a response to violations of civil rights, excessive use of force, and/or other similar
construct(s)). Furthermore, considering moral injury is, again, a wound to the soul, examining
the spiritual context and religious coping mechanisms of law enforcement officers is also
beneficial, especially considering a majority of people seek religious justification or explanations
for events they feel are overly stressful or injurious [morally, psychologically, physically, or
otherwise).
Additionally, the instant study sought to build off the conceptual basis of moral injury a
la Shay (1991) and Litz et al. (2009) and religious coping, as developed by Pargament (2001) in
order to further examine the constructs, as they relate to an understudied population, which has a
higher than average exposure rate to violent and or potentially morally injurious events due, in
no small part, to the nature of the work they perform. Indeed, those who laid the theoretical
foundation, such as Litz et al. (2009) and Nash and Litz (2013), have acknowledged the great
need for further research, which may lead to a better understanding of the construct of moral
injury and may address the gap between an injury to one’s soul or moral compass, and the injury
described clinically by diagnoses such as Posttraumatic Stress Disorder (which does not address
moral injury, leaving an unknown number of individuals who have suffered harm unaccounted
for, based on the characteristics of their mechanism of injury and/or reactions).The theories
discussed above led to the development of the following research questions (RQ1 and RQ2) and
hypotheses (H null, H null2, Hnull3 Ha, Ha2 and Ha3);
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RQ1: Is the existence of moral injury, in American Law Enforcement Officers, a
commonality throughout a sample of officers, or might it be impacted by rank, position,
or some other variable, such as time of service, geographic region, etc.?
RQ2: Does the use of Religious Coping occur, as a means by which American Law
Enforcement Officers cope with moral injury (and, if so, to what degree are the two
related)?
Hnull: There is no moderating effect between specialization/duties/years of service (and
other categorical variables as described herein) and levels of moral injury,
potentially indicating moral injury is a universal component of the police
experience.
Hnull2: There is no change in levels of Religious Coping/Religiosity based on varied levels
of moral injury or job-related/demographic variables.
Hnull3: There is a no relationship between perceived levels of moral injury and length of
time of service as a law enforcement officer (or other demographic and/or jobrelated variables).
Ha: There is a [statistically significant] moderating effect between current
position/rank/years of service/level of injury/level of education and levels of
moral injury, potentially indicating moral injury is not a universal component of
the police experience but instead relies upon individually encountered
combinations of components within said experience.
Ha2: There is a statistically significant relationship between moral injury and Religious
Coping.
Ha3: There is a statistically significant direct relationship between perceived levels of
moral injury and length of time of service as a law enforcement officer.
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The results of this study could not only lead to a better understanding of moral injury
along with religious coping, and the relationship between these two concepts (by not only
establishing prevalence rates of moral injury in law enforcement, but also by presenting possible
answers to the aforementioned research questions), but may also lead to more effective treatment
strategies for law enforcement officers who have been exposed to morally injurious events and
experienced moral injury. For example, depending on the relationship established, peer
assistance programs could be developed and/or revised to acknowledge the role of moral injury
and religious coping or, alternatively, professional therapy applications could be developed
and/or revised to better treat officers in a clinical setting. Additionally, such research may also be
used to attempt to prevent the occurrence of moral injury, through increasing potential resilience
factors, the nature of which may also be further examined once moral injury is empirically
established.
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Chapter Three: Methods
Introduction
The available literature on the construct of moral injury is, as of yet, a very much
unexplored topic, especially in the population of American law enforcement officers
(Papazoglou & Chopko, 2017). Considering the extant literature suggesting the increase of
mental health concerns, which may arise as a result of employment as a law enforcement officer,
and the potentially traumatic and morally injurious events to which an individual in this
population could be exposed, the proposed study seeks to establish the prevalence of moral
injury, along with examining that construct as it relates to a single coping methods, that of
religious coping (Frankfurt & Frazier, 2017). Additionally, the instant study also sought to
examine the construct of moral injury as related to several other categorical variables, including
years of service, current/former position, gender, age, rank, etc.
Research Design
Under the approval by the Liberty University Institutional Review Board (IRB), as
required for research involving human subjects, this study utilized the application of several
assessment instruments (self-reported survey type, such as the Moral Injury Events Scale, Moral
Injury Questionnaire, and the Moral Injury Symptom Scale, along with the Brief RCOPE,
designed to examine religious coping) along with the collection of demographic and other
categorical information (such as position, years of service, etc.) for the sake of further analysis,
via non-experimental (using moderation), single point measure design to examine the moderating
effect (if any) between several variables, including moral injury, religious coping and those
constructs as they relate to position, age, etc. Said analysis sought to accomplish the following:
1) Examine the relationship, if any, between moral injury and one possible coping method,
specifically religious coping, and 2) Examine the moderating effect, if any, of a variety of
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categorical variables (length of service, gender, race, age, etc.) on the existence of moral injury
to better understand the role of moral injury in the American law enforcement population.
Additionally, as a result of examining the aforementioned goals of the instant study, two
secondary accomplishments arose, one working towards potential questions to be included in
future assessment instruments developed for the American law enforcement population
specifically and, two, to examine and/or establish prevalence rates of moral injury, as a result of
examining the same population with respect to moral injury.
Research Questions
Current research has established that the construct of moral injury does occur and exist in
those confronted with both Transgressive Acts (not necessarily morally injurious) and Morally
Injurious Events (events which lead to actual perceived injury) (Frankfurt & Frazier, 2017).
Again, considering the lack of current research on the topic (although related research does
appear to be emerging, but is still nonetheless all on the forefront of the theoretical and empirical
examination of the construct), this study sought to accomplish several goals, articulated in the
following pertinent research questions:
RQ1: Is the existence of moral injury, in American Law Enforcement Officers, a
commonality throughout a sample of officers, or might it be impacted by specialization,
position, or some other variable, such as years of service, geographic region, rank, etc.?
RQ2: Does the use of Religious Coping occur, as a means by which American Law
Enforcement Officers cope with moral injury (and, if so, to what degree are the two
related)?
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Method
Participants
American Law Enforcement Officers. Volunteer participants for this study were
recruited from individuals currently serving as law enforcement officers in the states (and
territories) of the United States of America and those retired from the same positions.
Furthermore, the sampling methods employed was that of convenience sampling, combined with
snowball-type sampling, so as to infiltrate the rather insulated law enforcement population
(Thomas, 2011; Loyens & Maesschalck, 2014). The participants were required to be at least 18
years of age (as this is the youngest possible age for employment in a position as a sworn law
enforcement officer, and this minimum age typically involves one or several special additional
conditions, such as college hours and/or military service), while a majority of participants who
ended up responding were over the age of 21 (as this is the most common minimum age to serve
as a law enforcement officer) (most likely hinging on the ability to possess a handgun which
typically does not attach until the age of 21). For an example of the age restrictions on an
individual serving as a sworn law enforcement officer see Texas Occupations Code §1701.309.
Additionally, while both genders were recruited, a majority of the population was male, based on
the gender makeup of the law enforcement profession at large, which is currently comprised of
12.5% females and 87.5% males (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2017).
Advertisement and recruitment. In order to advertise the study, and to recruit
participants to said study, several methods were utilized. As far as advertising the study, an
announcement seeking participants was distributed to two major groups, which were considered
to be the best vehicles by which the greatest number of law enforcement officers could be
reached. First, after IRB approval, an announcement regarding the approval of such a study was
sent to national and local law enforcement-based research/training entities, for example, Police
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Executive Research Forum (Washington, D.C.), National Police Institute (Washington, D.C.)
,Caruth Police Institute (Dallas, TX), Advanced Law Enforcement Rapid Response Training
Center (San Marcos, TX), PoliceOne (National), International Association of Chiefs of Police
(Alexandria, VA), Fraternal Order of Police (Nashville, TN), National Sheriff’s Association
(Alexandria, VA) and the International Law Enforcement Educators and Trainers Association
(Munster, IN). Additionally, announcements/advertisements regarding the study were also
distributed to police unions/police legal defense organizations, for example, the Combined Law
Enforcement Associations of Texas, Texas Municipal Police Association, and similar
organizations in other states. Both the national and local law enforcement-based research entities,
and state police unions and legal defense organizations are placed in a unique position to
advertise the study to large numbers of officers nationwide. Furthermore, the study was also
advertised to a variety of police departments, sheriff’s offices, etc., nationwide, including urban,
suburban and rural type departments of various sizes. Additionally, it was desired that, at least
one law enforcement agency per state would participate so as to cover the nation in a more
complete manner. So as to cover all “types” of policing (urban, rural, police departments,
sheriff’s departments, state police agencies, etc.), state, local and federal agencies and
organizations were included
Inclusion and exclusion criteria. Screening criteria included questions such as the
following: “In my current position, I have the authority to enforce the law, including making an
arrest and the use of force, if necessary,” and “I am currently employed as a sworn law
enforcement officer in a jurisdiction in the United States of America, or a territory or possession
of the same, or am honorably retired from a such a position.” Such questions were utilized to
determine the employment of respondents, seeking to confirm the nature of their employment as
a law enforcement officer, and their subsequent membership in the population to be examined
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(law enforcement officers serving in America). When combined with the methods of
dissemination (law enforcement channels), false answers from those not actually employed in
law enforcement should have been minimized, if not eliminated. A negative answer to any of the
above questions removed not immediately ended the administration of the survey around which
this research was designed.
Procedure
Consent for participation. Applicants who were deemed eligible to participate, due to
their inclusion in the population in question (American law enforcement officers), and who
showed interest in participation via responses to the advertising/recruitment methods, were
presented with IRB information and acknowledged their intention to participate by completion of
the Informed Consent Form (Appendix A) before being able to complete any of the questions,
either demographic or content-related. Due to the potentiality of the completion of the related
assessment instruments to trigger emotional responses and/or memories of traumatic events,
information was attached regarding COPLINE and SAFE CALL NOW, a pair of 24-hour phone
hotlines staffed by retired law enforcement officers who provide crisis intervention services
(Ussery & Waters, 2006).
Assessment Instrument Completion. Participants deemed eligible through the screening
questions and who indicated their consent to participate, then completed the “Moral Injury
Battery,” a combination of the following [modified] assessment instruments; MIES, MIQ-M
(Modified) (dropping items not relevant to policing, or editing items to increase relevancy, such
as changing the word “enemy” to “subject/suspect”), MISS-MSF, the Brief RCOPE [nonmodified], and CRS [non-modified], as further described individually below, in order to gather
data relevant to the constructs of moral injury and religious coping, along with additional
demographic/employment data (such as position, time of service, etc.) for additional data
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analysis. Each of the three assessments administered as part of the “Moral Injury Battery” (found
in its entirety in Appendix B) have been recommended in the literature for their psychometric
properties, their multidimensional approaches to moral injury (which is consistent with the
definitional status of the construct, as known), and for researchers and/or clinicians who wish to
screen for moral injury, conduct observational studies on its existence and/or track changes in
moral injury symptoms with treatment (Koenig et al., 2019 p. 12). The assessment instruments
were disseminated via online survey link, allowing the completion of the instruments at the
convenience of individual participants. The survey link and responses were collected using the
Qualtrics (Provo, UT 2020) data collection tool (a tool which is widely utilized in academia, and
which presents inherent compatibility with SPSS for efficient data export and analysis, also
reducing human error of manual entry of data or digit by digit transfer of such data).
Data Entry. The data collected on the assessment instruments, along with the
demographic and categorical information were entered (sic imported) into SPSS (Version 26), a
widely available statistical analysis package, commonly used for research in the behavioral
sciences, for further use (Warner, 2013).
Data Screening. The data collected on the various assessment instruments was screened,
via the use of a scatterplot to determine the existence of outliers (both univariate and
multivariate), to examine the extent of data normality, linearity, etc. and to identify missing data.
As the data was directly imported from Qualtrics to SPSS and the data collected was limited by
responses provided (i.e. there is only two items which called for the respondent to enter data, as
opposed to choosing from a Likert-type scale or from a series of answer choices presented),
while those answers to the open-ended questions revealed viable answers via random screening,
further data review was not performed. However, data screening/response screening was
performed, by limiting responses utilized for data/statistical analysis to those with Total
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Durations of 300 seconds (or greater) and to the degree of ensuring acceptable degrees of
responsiveness as follows: Total Question Response Rate of 80% or greater (n=707) for overall
analysis and Answers to Moral injury Battery (by component and overall) and the Brief RCOPE
of 100% (n=679). Doing so ensured and maintained the integrity of the data and preemptively
addressed potential statistical validity issues such as issues presented by outliers, nonresponsive/incomplete survey responses and/or responses which, due to a failure to answer one
question could impact the overall score on the respective moral injury-related instrument thereby
skewing the results, etc…(Tabachnik & Fidell, 1996).
Data Grouping. While the overall data were examined with respect to prevalence levels
of moral injury in the population, subpopulations were developed based on responses to
categorical/demographic information to enable the ability of data analysis between groups (for
the purpose of examining moral injury prevalence, and the interaction between moral injury and
the subpopulations created, along with examining the relationship between moral injury and
religious coping between the groups to identify potentially high or low exposure populations).
Subpopulations included groups based on religious affiliation, gender, length of service, age and
position (investigator, patrol, supervisor, undercover, SWAT Team membership, hostage/crisis
team member, etc.), among others. To prevent multiple responses on the categorical variables,
respondents were guided to choose the categorical option (position) which most accurately
reflected the duties to which they [currently] devote a majority of their time. There were also a
pair of options to “Check All That Apply,” that regarding any prior positions (due to the nature
of policing, wherein an individual may have, at one time been a homicide detective or in an
undercover position, but has since been reassigned) and the question regarding racial affiliation,
which resulted in the potential of multiple answers to the question for each respondent. These
items were coded as “1” if selected and “0,” if not selected, presenting a multi-layered series of
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dichotomous variables, which were analyzed as such, according to the precedent set by Keup
(2016), Stefanowski (2013), O'Rourke et al. (2005, p. 46) and Miller and Lambert (2014).
Data Analysis. After screening, the data was statistically analyzed to examine a variety
of quantitative variables, as further described in the section titled “Statistical Analysis” below.
Furthermore, as it relates to the demographic/job-related data (i.e. variable information)
collected, such data was preliminarily analyzed (as related to moral injury scores, i.e. “MIB
Score”) via scatter plot and correlations computed in order to determine if interaction appeared to
be present (Warner, 2013 p. 422). If an interaction appeared to be present, the variables were
then analyzed further using a tool for such inquiries, as described below (in the section titled,
“Moral Injury and Demographic/Job-Related Variables”).
Measures
Moral Injury Events Scale (MIES: Nash et al., 2013). The MIES, is a 9-item
instrument, designed on a Likert-type scale, utilizing a possible response range of 1 through 6
(Nash et al., 2013). The MIES has been shown to have good consistent internal reliability (Nash
et al., 2013). Additionally, the MIES presents a Chronbach’s alpha of 0.90, indicating excellent
internal validity, along with desirable degrees of discriminant validity and convergent validity
(Nash et al., 2013). The MIES has been applied to a law enforcement population only once in the
extant literature, as far as could be found based on searches for “moral injury police” and “moral
injury law enforcement,” the application of which resulted in a Chronbach’s alpha score of 0.75
(Stancel et al., 2019). Finally, in an analysis performed by Koenig et al. (2019), the MIES was
shown to have been the most commonly utilized instrument in research related to moral injury.
For the instant research, each respondent was assigned a “MIES Score,” which coincided with
their answers on the individual items derived from the MIES and has a possible range of 5-30.
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The questions which comprise the original MIES and as revised for the instant study, can be
found in Appendix C.
Moral Injury Questionnaire - Military (Currier et al., 2015). The MIQ-M is a 20-item,
Likert format assessment instrument set on a scale of 1 through 4 (Currier et al., 2015). That
being said, Item #13 (“I was sexually assaulted”) was dropped by Currier et al. (2015), due to a
lack of responses, and due to the exclusion, and a lack of relevance to the instant study
population, said item was not included in the administration of the assessment instrument herein,
reducing the MIQ-M (albeit initially modified,) to 19-items. Concurrent, factorial and
incremental validity were established by Koenig et al. (2018), along with strong relationships
between results and combat exposure, work and social maladjustment, depressive symptoms,
PTSD symptoms and risk of suicide arise when the MIQ-M is subjected to a multivariate
analysis, suggesting both concurrent and incremental validity (Koenig et al., 2019). Additionally,
according to an analysis of the five multi-dimensional assessment instruments designed to
examine moral injury as a construct, the MIQ-M is the second most frequently utilized for such
purposes (Koenig et al., 2019 p. 9). For the instant research, each respondent was assigned a
“MIQ Score,” which coincided with their answers on the individual items derived from the MIQM and had a possible range of 15-60. The questions which comprise the original MIQ-M and as
revised for the instant study, can be found in Appendix D.
Moral Injury Symptom Scale-Military version-Short Form (MISS-MSF; Koenig et
al., 2018b). The Moral Injury Symptom Scale-Military Version-Short Form (MISS-MSF)
(Koenig et al., 2018b) is a 10-item, shortened version of the original 45-item Moral Injury
Symptoms Scale-Military Version, developed by Koenig et al. (2018a). The ten items on the
MISS-MSF are arranged on a scale (Likert-type) of 1-10, and some items (as indicated in
Appendix E) are reverse scored to more accurately assess their impact and to indicate higher
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degrees of moral injury (due to their initial positive phrasing) (Koenig et al., 2018a, p. 661).
Furthermore, the internal consistency/reliability of the MISS-MSF (Koenig et al., 2018a) has
been shown to be 0.72 (95% CI 0.68–0.76), while the construct validity and factor analytic
validity are also present at acceptable levels (r’s ranging from 0.45 to 0.69 for construct validity
and exploratory factor analysis values which were largely replicated by a content factor analysis
performed on the “second” half of responses), while criterion related validity was also
established between the original 45-item assessment instrument and the 10-item short form
(Koenig et al., 2018b). The 10-item MISS-MSF has been shown to have Chronbach’s alpha of
0.73, test-retest reliability at the level of 0.87 and convergent validity (with the original 45-item
scale) of r=0.92, along with discriminant validity and concurrent validity (Koenig et al., 2018a).
Additionally, the MISS-MSF (Koenig et al., 2018a) is uniquely applicable because it includes, as
a part of its assessment instrument both components of the other assessment instruments utilized
(specifically components of the MIES and MIQ-M) and a line of spiritual/religious inquiry
(Koenig et al., 2018b). For the instant research, each respondent will be assigned a “MISS
Score,” which coincides with their answers on the individual items derived from the MISS-MSF
and had a possible score range of 10-60. The questions which comprise the original MISS-MSF,
and as revised for the instant study, can be found in Appendix E.
Centrality of Religiosity Scale (CRS; Huber & Huber, 2012). The Centrality of
Religiosity Scale (CRS) is a scale which attempts to describe the centrality, salience or
importance of religion in the respondent’s personality (Huber & Huber, 2012 p. 710). The CRS
has been developed in three different lengths, a 15-item, 10-item and 5-item scale, with the latter
being utilized for the sake of the instant research (mostly for the sake of brevity and to attempt to
avoid/reduce response fatigue). Psychometrically, the CRS shows very high correlations with
self-reports of both the salience of one’s religious identity and also the importance of religion for
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daily life, with construct validity values of 0.73 and 0.83 for the former and 0.67 and 0.78 for the
latter, in two separate empirically collected samples (Huber & Huber, 2012). Furthermore, the
literature regarding the CRS describes the following categorical domains for responses, which
was applied in the instant research; 1-2 (non-religious), 2.1-3.9 (religious), 4-5 (highly religious)
(Huber & Huber, 2012 p. 720). Additionally, studies examining the reliability and validity of the
CRS have also indicated the internal consistency of the 5-item scale to have a Chronbach’s alpha
of between 0.75 and 0.85 (Del Castillo et al., 2021; Huber & Huber, 2012). The possible score
range therefore, ranged from 5-25. The questions which comprised the CRS can be found in their
entirety in Appendix F.
Brief Religious Coping Scale (Brief RCOPE; Pargament et al., 2011). The Brief
RCOPE consists of 14 self-report items that examine both positive and negative religious coping
strategies. As such, the Brief RCOPE results are not to be simply summed, but instead to be
considered to belong to one of two distinct subscale---Positive Religious Coping (+RCOPE) or
Negative Religious Coping (-RCOPE), with the former indicating a sense of connectedness with
and a secure relationship with a transcendent force/caring God, and a greater sense of
benevolence while the latter indicates higher feelings of internal spiritual/religious discontent,
marked by demonic/negative reappraisals and a deep sense of religious/spiritual struggle. The
Brief RCOPE uses a 4-point, Likert-type scale to categorize responses, ranging from 1 to 4. The
Brief RCOPE, as a means of measuring religious coping, has been shown to have desirable
levels of construct validity, predictive validity, and incremental validity and has been shown to
have the ability to be applied to a variety of faith groups. Furthermore, the Brief RCOPE has
been shown to hold strong internal consistency (Pargament et al., 2011). The range of possible
scores on the Positive and Negative Scales was between 7 and 28. When referenced herein,
RCOPE, refers to both the Positive Religious Coping (+RCOPE) and Negative Religious Coping
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(-RCOPE) components, unless otherwise indicated. A visual conceptualization of the
components of the Brief RCOPE is presented in Figure 5 while the questions comprising the
instrument can be found, in their entirety in Appendix G.
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Figure 5
Conceptualization of Brief RCOPE Components

Note: Reprinted from Article of the Month-July 2014, by Author J. Ehman, 2005 by the Association
for Clinical Pastoral Education, Inc.
Removed to comply with copyright

Statistical Analysis
Once the data was collected, via the aforementioned assessment instruments and
measures, said data was subjected to several forms of statistical analysis, so as to examine a
variety of relationships along with to assist in establishing preliminary information regarding
moral injury in the population, such as prevalence generally, as the current state of the literature
on the topic is sparse and examining these features would help to establish the construct of moral
injury (and religious coping) along a variety of lines. A table of variables, along with the
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abbreviation used to represent each variable (if applicable) and the relevant null hypothesis(es)
for each, is presented in Table 1.
Table 1
Table of Variables Collected
Variable Type
Demographic/Job-related

Moral Injury-related

Religious Coping-related

Variables

Variables

Variables

Age (Hnull)

Race** (Hnull1)

Ethnicity* (Hnull1)

Gender* (Hnull1)

Moral Injury Event Scale

Negative RCOPE Score [-

[MIES] Score (Hnull2/Hnull3)

RCOPE] (Hnull2)

Moral Injury Symptom Scale

Positive RCOPE Score [+

[MISS] Score (Hnull2/Hnull3)

RCOPE] (Hnull2)

Moral Injury Questionnaire

Centrality of Religiosity

[MIQ] Score (Hnull2/Hnull3)

Score [CRS} (Hnull2)

Moral Injury Battery [MIB]
Score (Hnull2/Hnull3)

Rank (Hnull1)
Current Position (Hnull1)
Former/Previous
Position(s)**(Hnull1)
Region(Hnull1)
Years of Service (Hnull3)
Agency Size (Hnull1)
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Agency Type/Jurisdiction
(Hnull1)
Religious Affiliation (Hnull1)
Injury History (Severity)
(Hnull1)
Military Service* (Hnull1)
Combat
Experience/Exposure***
(Hnull1)
Mental Health/Substance
Abuse History* (Hnull1)
Note: The abbreviation used and relevant hypothesis for the variable is indicated as so
[ABBREVIATION] (Relevant Hypothesis)
* indicates an inherently Dichotomous variable
** coded using value of “1,” if chosen, and “0,” if user-missing/not chosen, creating
essentially a dichotomous variable
***Combat Experience/Exposure was only collected for those who indicated they had
served or currently serve in the military

First, it should be noted that the MIES, MIQ-M and MISS-MSF were all slightly
modified to make them more appropriate for, and applicable to, the law enforcement
subpopulation. As such, since they are not presented in their original form, they will be referred
to as the MIES, MIQ and MISS, respectively throughout the current research (with all due
respect to the original authors). Additionally, due to there being similarity in question content
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and focus, several questions were combined with each other resulting in the following
distribution of questions, which was determined based on the scale presented for respondents
(not necessarily the scale of the original question, if two instruments presented a similar question
but used different scales): MISS (5), MIES (5), MIQ (15). In the case of the Moral Injury
Questionnaire, for example, “tweaks” have previously been made to more closely align with the
subject population by Currier et al. (2015) to make it more applicable to non-military
populations, such as El Salvadorian teachers, while the Moral Injury Symptom Scale has been
presented in an occupationally specific/directed version in the Moral Injury Symptom ScaleHealthcare Professionals version by Mantri et al. (2020)). Each of the assessment instruments are
based on Likert-type formats, which does raise issues of what type of data is being collected and
obviously impacts the type of statistical tests which would be deemed appropriate. This Likerttype format can cause some controversy in determining the level of data collected, as the items
on a Likert scale are quasi-ordinal and yet also quasi-interval level, in nature. This dual
categorization is due to the fact that the distance between items on the scale is not per
se measurable, even though there is a definable numerical value (and therefore clear and constant
mathematical difference between the values). An example of the confusion caused by Likert type
scales is found because there may, or may not, be an equal difference between 2 and 3, and 4 and
5, and therefore, the issue is raised as to whether the results are ordinal or interval level data
(Jackson, 2016; Jameison, 2005; Göb et al., 2007; Bishop & Herron, 2015). Leung (2011) has
also raised similar issues with regards to the normal distribution of Likert scales and the obvious
impact normal (involving parametric analysis) or non-normal distribution (requiring nonparametric methods) would have on the choice of appropriate statistical test. Due to this
controversy, there could potentially be several appropriate statistical tests one could use to
address the instant research questions. Nonetheless, several statistical tests (specifically
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Spearman’s Correlation and Chi Square Test and other forms of statistical analysis, as
appropriate for the variety of variables, along with a form of moderation/interaction analysis)
will be utilized to analyze the data collected due, in part to the variety of the nature of the data,
along with the various results being sought (prevalence, correlations between two sets of
interval/ordinal level data, MIES+[+/-]RCOPE, MIQ+[+/-]RCOPE, MISS+[+/-]RCOPE,
MIB+[+/-]RCOPE and correlations between sets of interval/ordinal level data and categorical
data, MIES/MIQ/MISS+position, etc.).
Prevalence of Moral Injury in Law Enforcement Population. The prevalence of moral
injury in the population examined was mathematically examined by simply addressing the results
of the aforementioned measures related to the construct of moral injury and placing these values
as a “per” value, be it in the form of a percent or as a statement of, “in the population studied the
prevalence of moral injury was XX per XXX officers.” As the sample was relatively
representative and relatively homogenous, the external validity should, at least broadly, hold for
the greater population of law enforcement officers in America, considering circumstances,
training, age, work risks/experiences, race/ethnicity are all relatively similar (Jager et al., 2017;
Rafilson et al., 1994). Furthermore, for the sake of operationalization of the “variable” of
prevalence, Moral Injury was considered to be “present” if an individual’s answers fell above the
following value, 3, 5, 2, representing an “average” answer score above the midpoint of each
assessment instrument of (for the MIES, MISS, MIQ, respectively) and/or if their assessment
specific results are more than 51% above the minimum “baseline” scale answer. More simply, on
the MISS, which is presented on a scale of 1-10 of “degree of agreement/truth” of statement, any
answers above a value of 5, would count towards this metric. Such a method also aligns with
counting answers “on the positive side of ambivalence” towards prevalence rates. Further, the
individual “total instrument scores” possible on the MIES, MIQ and MISS, were considered
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independently, as well as in the form of a “Moral Injury Battery Score,” so as to give four
methods of establishing such a prevalence rate (along with enabling a means by which to
compare the outcomes presented by each assessment instrument individually). However, so as to
ensure a level of confidence (removing the possibility of a 50/50 split of scores above or below
the aforementioned threshold) in the assertion of the assignment of moral injury, the results of
the MIES, MIQ and MISS were given greatest consideration, while the fourth Moral Injury
Battery Score was used in an attempt to frame the current research and potential future research
around the already developed (and, for the sake of this research, revised) MIES, MIQ and MISS
assessment instruments while also presenting a potentially revised “Moral Injury Battery”
assessment instrument specifically geared towards the law enforcement population. This metric
(of assigning prevalence rates) was only applied to the prevalence hypothesis/research question,
as it is a much less complicated and a more exploratory inquiry, especially when contrasted to
the additional inquires of the remaining research questions/hypotheses herein, which attempt to
explore the interaction between moral injury and a variety of variables and, said levels of moral
injury and religious coping.
Correlation between Religious Coping and Moral Injury. Regarding the correlation between
Moral Injury and religious coping, a Spearman’s Rho analysis was utilized. Spearman’s Rho is
appropriate because the data collected from the + and - RCOPE (religious coping) and the MIES,
MIQ and MISS (and the total MIB Score) are ordinal/interval levels of measurement. Before
performing the Spearman’s Rho analysis, the data was examined as a histogram to determine if it
met the assumptions required for using Pearson’s r, as opposed to a Spearman correlation.
Furthermore, as stated by Warner (2013), a Pearson’s r value is commonly determined when
dealing with Likert-type measures, such as the MIES, MIQ, MISS, etc. while a Spearman’s
Correlation can, most certainly, be used due to the nature of Likert-type scales (p. 265; Norman,
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2010). Additionally, as has been suggested by de Winter, Gosling and Potter (2016), Spearman’s
r is a statistical test commonly utilized in psychological research and, more specifically, that
involving inquiry into human behavior. Additionally, the aforementioned analysis was performed
holding a þ (rho) value of 0.05, to determine statistical significance, with a t test (two tailed)
ultimately determining the level of significance itself, and an acceptable risk of Type I error of
α=0.05. While minimizing inflated risk of Type I error by performing only a small number of
correlations was desired, due to the exploratory nature of the instant research, numerous
correlations were examined via the Spearman’s Rho equation/statistical test and other statistical
tests (as relevant to the type of data) variety of testing, and the allowance for the additional
notation of results of a higher p value (in this case p< .10) is supported (Warner, 2013 p. 277;
Schumm et al., 2013).
Moral Injury and Demographic/Job-Related Variables (Position, gender, etc.). Levels
of moral injury were determined within a variety of demographic/job-related variables, such as
position, gender, rank, religious affiliation, etc. (as collected via the Demographic and JobRelated Questions presented to respondents, as delineated in Appendix H), via appropriate
statistical testing, which, according to Warner (2013) and Hayes (2018) is a moderation analysis
(or interaction) using the PROCESS macro (version 3.5, Hays, 2020) in SPSS (version 27). Of
course, the selection of a moderation analysis, which, according to Fields (2013) is simply a form
of regression analysis, which is useful as a “general data analytic system” (Cohen,1968), arises
due to the multitude of potential interactions between variables. As such, a “simple” multiple
regression model was deemed to be inappropriate because it forces x’s effect on w to be
unconditional (Hayes, 2018 p. 224). Similarly, a mediation model would insinuate a theoretical
or hypothesized causal direction (being unidirectional in nature), whereas moderation analysis
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can account for the bidirectional causal interaction (Warner, 2013 p. 612-613) (as shown in
Figure 4).

Figure 4
Bidirectional Model of Moderation

Removed to comply with copyright

Furthermore, moderation analysis is inherently multi-directional and allows for multiple
predictors accounting for the effect between predictors (x1, x2…xn) on an outcome (y) along with
being viable for categorical variables and quantitative variables. For example, when analyzing
moral injury, as it relates to (sic interacts with) the variety of potential predictor variables, such
as years of service in a law enforcement position, specialized position, gender, age, religious
coping, etc., a moderation analysis is effective in situations where there is neither temporal
priority, nor a theoretical/hypothetical rationale for priority of entry of variables, even though, in

98
some cases there may be a logical priority (Warner, 2013 p. 589). That is, as it relates to the
instant study, the interaction between predictor variables/moderating variables, which can be
categorical or quantitative (per Warner (2013, p. 615) encompasses all of the potential
predictor/moderator variables presented/examined herein and their unknown interaction on the
outcome variable (moral injury, specifically).
When performing a moderation analysis, several assumptions must be met, as if one were
performing a “run of the mill” regression analysis. With a moderation analysis specifically, the
screening for violations of such assumptions can be done in two parts. In the first sequence, one
must identify the shape of distribution scores via a histogram, ensure that the quantitative
variables (particularly outcome variables) have approximately normal distributions, and ensure
that dummy coded predictor variables are approximately equivalent with regards to the number
of subjects included in each (further ensuring that the subpopulations coded with dummy
variables are not less than n=10). For the instant study, for example, dummy coding was used for
gender group assignment, revealing a significantly lower number of female respondents likely
due to the demographic/gender makeup of the police subpopulation. However, there was easily
more than 10 females included, which should allowed for a high enough number of subjects,
which could be as low as n=2 subjects per variable for viable and accurate data output as it
relates to regression coefficients, standards errors and confidence intervals) (Harrell, 2001;
Green, 1991; Austin & Steyerberg, 2015).
Internal and External Validity Aspects
While a majority of the threats to internal validity identified are not applicable, due, in
part to the single instance of data collection (negating threats such as maturation, history, etc.)
and the correlational design of the study, several uncontrolled and/or uncontrollable conditions
may lead to lower degrees of internal validity (Warner, 2013). For example, one of the threats to
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internal validity, due to the non-experimental nature of the study, was that of the effect of
potential confounding variables. Of course, by examining the construct of moral injury [and
religious coping] from a variety of angles, that is, as related to multiple variables within subjects,
the researcher can examine the individual relationships, as they are present in the sample and,
through examining such interactions via moderation analysis, allow for a variety of
moderators/predictors (by the very nature of a moderation analysis). Additionally, as mentioned
by VanderWeele (2016) examining interaction, as is done through a moderation analysis, is
robust to unmeasured confounding variables, especially when using covariates (p. 330; Hayes,
2018 p. 123). Although the threat of directionality was possibly implicated, when one considers
the conceptual and/or theoretical definitions of moral injury and religious coping, it logically
follows that injury must precede the coping (Warner, 2013). Therefore, the directionality threat
was not considered to be considered serious.
Regarding external validity, which is inherently higher in most non-experimental (sic
correlational) studies, the participants in the study came from a variety of departments and
included a variety of demographic type characteristics, including race/ethnicity, age, education,
years of experience, thereby covering a variety of potentially confounding variables.
Additionally, even an imperfect level of external validity is acceptable, as only limited
generalizability is sought. Indeed, when one is only examining a sample from a total population
that comprises only 0.28% of the American population, generalizability should be considered
relatively strong, especially considering the innate levels of homogeneity in police officers. For
example, officers would have gone through extremely similar training and experience similar
types of calls in their careers (especially when controlled for current and previous positions), no
matter their actual years of service or jurisdiction, fall into a relatively similar general age range,
have a relatively homogenous racial/ethnic makeup, thereby presenting a relatively homogenous
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sample population, etc., all of which can offset generalizability issues (Banks et al., 2016; Jager
et al., 2016). In summary, based on the non-experimental design of the study, controlling for
issues of internal and external validity is not common practice, but was controlled, where
possible, as described above (Gravetter & Forzano, 2018).
Clinical Significance
Considering the lack of literature on the subject to date, the clinical significance, is
difficult to determine, however effect sizes, along with potential differences between variables
(such as categorical variables), appropriate Critical Values, etc., may establish clinically
significant variances, leading to actual movement towards effective clinical approaches towards
both resilience factors, prevention of moral injury/utilization of religious coping. Furthermore,
establishing prevalence rates would go far in further contributing to the clinical knowledge, upon
which clinical significance and improvements could occur. As Warner (2013) suggests, part of
the “equation,” when attempting to differentiate between statistical and clinical significance
requires an understanding of relevant values and the weight of a given value, that is “15” may be
more clinically significant when speaking of inches, with regards to height, whereas the same
numerical value may mean little when determining clinical significance of a difference between
Scholastic Aptitude Test scores (p. 103). As such, further research in the area of moral injury
and religious coping would be quite beneficial in not only filling the existing gap, but also in
determining statistical versus clinical significance, by examining what, if any, relationship there
is between values of moral injury and PTSD symptomology, substance abuse symptomology,
etc.
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Chapter Four: Findings
Overview
The following section delineates the Descriptive Statistics of each variable, establishes
the Prevalence Rates, according to each assessment instrument (and the MIB Score), while also
further establishing the variety of characteristics, regarding age, years of service, rank, position,
etc., of the sample of respondents. Additionally, the results of the statistical analyses related to
the Research Questions and Hypotheses described previously, are proffered herein, while also
addressing and qualifying such data analysis according to appropriate assumptions and framing it
within the Research Questions upon which this research was founded.
Descriptive Statistics
Screening/Filtering. Before any descriptive or inferential statistics were analyzed, the responses
were screened to ensure that they met the screening conditions and were responsive to the
questions presented as a part of the whole survey instrument. In order to ensure that the
responses used in the data analysis portion of the study were from respondents who met the
screening criteria, responses which answered “No” or gave no answer to the following questions
were immediately removed from the data: “In my current position, I have the authority to enforce
the law, including making an arrest and the use of force, if necessary,” and “I am currently
employed as a sworn law enforcement officer in a jurisdiction in the United States of America,
or a territory or possession of the same, or am honorably retired from a such a position.”
Additionally, if a respondent provided an answer other than “I consent and wish to proceed,” in
response to the Informed Consent screening question, the responses were also filtered out and
not used for any data analysis. Similarly, respondents who did not complete 80% or more of the
questions and those who completed the survey in less than 300 seconds (5 minutes) were also
screened out in order to create an environment where enough minimum time was dedicated to
completion of the survey to ensure answers which were at least minimally thought out (leading
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to a minimum average question response time of 4.42 seconds). The response completeness
screening measure was utilized due to a large number of the total responses missing a significant
number of responses and thus presenting the potential for outliers and skewed values if the
questions within the individual measures (MISS, MIQ, MIES, CRS, etc.) were left unanswered.
For example, in the sub-components of the survey which only included five questions/items
(such as the CRS, MISS and MIES) one missed (sic incomplete/unanswered) question would
mean that 20% of the data was missing. The resulting number of respondents meeting the
aforementioned criteria presented a value of n=707 for the study overall. Therefore, of the entire
response set collected (n=948), the responses which were determined to be “complete” and
which met all screening criteria as described above were 74.578% of the responses collected. As
such, unless otherwise stated, n=707 is representative of the study population as a whole (upon
which data analysis was conducted).
Demographic Variables
Sex/Gender. Of the responses collected (and which met the screening criteria) (n=701),
85.7% were male and 14.1% were female (with 1 respondent or 0.1% indicating a preference of
“Prefer not to Say”).
Age. The average (mean) age indicated on the responses collected (and which met the
screening criteria) (n=608) was 43.1 years (min. 22, max. 79, SD=10.7).
Race/Ethnicity. The racial/ethnic identity of respondents is found in Table 2. Put
succinctly, an overwhelming proportion of the respondents identified as “White/Caucasian”
(88.7%, n=707) and of Non-Hispanic/Latino/Spanish Origin (88.5%, n=697).
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Table 2
Race distribution table
Racial Identity
White/Caucasian
Other
Multi-racial
Black
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/Native
Alaskan

Checked Percent
88.7%
5.1%
3.0%
4.8%
1.8%

Confidence Interval
86.1% to 90.8%
3.7% to 7.0%
2.0% to 4.5%
3.5% to 6.6%
1.1% to 3.1%

Checked Count
627
36
21
34
13

2.5% 1.6% to 4.0%

18

Note: Multiple selections were allowed in the question related to racial identity
Education. Overall, 67.9% of the respondents indicated they had completed a Bachelor’s
Degree or higher while only 1.9% of the population has completed a doctorate of any kind. This
type of education breakup is aligned with the common requirement of law enforcement agencies
throughout the United States to require at least some college hours (and commonly a bachelorslevel degree) in order to be initially hired or to be granted some form of additional monetary-type
“incentive” pay), the former as recommended by the National Commission on Law Observance
and Enforcement in 1931, better known as the Wickersham Commission (Wickersham, 1931),
and studies such as those completed by Rydberg and Terrill (2010). Figure 6 further describes
the nature of the levels of education within the sample of respondents.
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Figure 6
Educational Level of Sample Population
Doctorate (i.e.
MD/PhD/EdD/
non-JD) 0.8%

J.D. 1.1%

Masters
Degree (MBA,
M.A.,M.S.,
MLS, etc.)
17.1%

High School
Diploma/GED
2.8%

Some College
17.4%
Associates
Degree 11.7%
Bachelors
Degree 48.9%

Note: Education Level indicated by respondents was operationalized as the highest level
completed
Marital Status. With regards to marital status, 76.2% of respondents (n=706) indicated
they were “Married,” with the remaining 23.8% of respondents indicating they were “Single,”
“Divorced,” “Separated,” or “Widowed/Widower” (together bucketed as “Unmarried”) with
12.5%, 10.1%, 0.7% and 0.6%, respectively.
Religious Affiliation. A majority of the respondents indicated they were Christians
(59%, n=707) which, when combined with the answers indicating religious affiliation with
Catholicism (20.8%), combined for over three-quarters of all responses. It should be noted that
“Muslim” and “Hindu” were also presented as choices, however, neither was selected and, were
therefore “dropped” from the analysis. Additional details about the religious affiliation of
respondents is found in Figure 7.
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Figure 7
Religious Affiliation of Sample Population
60.0%
55.0%
50.0%
45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

59.0%

20.8%

5.0%
0.0%
Christian (i.e.
Protestant or
another nonCatholic Christian)

Catholic

17.5%
0.7%

0.4%

Jewish

Buddhism

1.6%
Other (i.e.
No Affiliation
Mormon/LDS, etc.) (Agnostic, Deist,
Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)

Military Service. Approximately 27.4% of respondents (n=705) indicated that they had
previously served in the military or are currently serving, with 53.2% of those with previous or
current military experience (n= 190) indicating they had been “deployed to a combat
theater/actively engaged in combat or combat support operations.”
Judicial District. The judicial district (based on United States Courts of Appeals/District
Court Districts) in which each individual respondent is employed is delineated in Figure 8, with
the 5th Judicial District being the most commonly selected, with the 7th District and 9th District
completing the three most common Districts in which a respondent was employed as a law
enforcement officer (33.7%, 23.8% and 11%, respectively, n=707).
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Figure 8
Geographic Distribution of Sample Population
37.9%

40.0%
35.0%
30.0%

23.8%

25.0%
20.0%
15.0%

11.0%

10.0%
5.0%

1.0%

2.0%

2.0%

4.1%

4.1%

2.8%

5.4%

5.9%

0.0%
1 (ME, 2 (VT, CT, 3 (NJ, PA, 4 (MD, 5 (MS, LA, 6 (OH, 7 (IN, IL,
NH, MA, and NY) DE, and WV, VA, and TX) MI, KY, and WI)
RI, and
the Virgin NC, and
and TN)
Puerto
Islands)
SC)
Rico)

8 (MN, IA,9 (CA, OR,
MO, AR, WA, AZ,
NE, ND, NV, ID,
and SD) MT, AK,
HI, and
certain
Pacific
islands)

10 (CO, 11 (GA,
WY, UT, FL, and
NM, OK,
AL)
and KS)

Note: Based on geographic region of the United States of America, assigned numerically based
on U.S. District Court jurisdictional regions
History of Mental Health/Substance Abuse Treatment or Counseling. Approximately
12.6% of respondents (n=707) indicated that they had a history of mental health/substance abuse
counseling or treatment
Job-Related Variables
Agency Size. With regards to the size of a respondent’s employing agency, over 56%
(n=707) indicated they work for a law enforcement agency with over 100 sworn law enforcement
officers. A further breakdown of the size of the law enforcement agency, for which a respondent
worked, is delineated in Figure 9.
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Figure 9
Agency Size Distribution

43.3%

17.7%
10.6%
1.1%
1-4

11.6%

12.7%

50-99

100-249

3.0%
5-9

10-24

25-49

250+

Note: Agency size (x-axis) based on number of sworn law enforcement officers/personnel whilst
y-axis indicates percent of sample who answered with the respective agency size by
whom they are employed
Jurisdiction. Approximately 70% (n= 704) of respondents indicated that they work in a
primary jurisdiction described as a “Municipality” (i.e. a city, town, township, etc.), while only
2% indicated they were employed by an agency with federal jurisdiction (i.e. a federal level
agency, such as the Federal Bureau of Investigation or the Drug Enforcement Agency).
Additionally, respondents also indicated they worked for agencies with other types of
jurisdictional descriptions as well, as further proffered in Figure 10.
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Figure 10
Jurisdiction Type Distribution

College/Univ/School
Dist./Other 5.8%

Federal 2.0%

State 4.8%

County 16.6%

Multi-city (Regional)
0.7%

Municipality 70.0%

Note: Indicates primary jurisdiction type

Years of Service. The average (mean) years of service for the population was 16.3
(n=706, min.=.50, max.=57, SD=10.03), with 62.5% of the population having served for 20
years or less, which aligns with the “typical” retirement criteria of 20 years of service, while also
allowing for varied retirement systems, changes of agencies, etc. within a career, yet before
retirement.
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Rank. In summary, approximately 75.5% (n=706) indicated that they were in positions
commonly referred to as “front line” positions (officer/deputy, corporal or sergeant), while the
remaining 24.5% were in “command staff” level (lieutenant or higher) positions. The attainment
of a “rank,” for the purposes of the instant research was operationalized as having held the
position for a year or more. A further delineation of the ranks held by respondents, which also
presents a visualization of the general hierarchical structure of law enforcement agencies, while
also allowing for variance in positions staffed in each agency (for example, a 20 officer
department may not have lieutenant or captain positions but is likely to have first-line supervisor
positions such as corporal and/or sergeant), is found in Figure 11. Additionally, 20% of
respondents selected “Other” as their highest rank, however, due to the ambiguous and
potentially varied nature of the potential job functions which could be found under this umbrella,
it is not displayed in Figure 11. It is also worth noting that whilst performing statistical analyses
with a variable related to rank, two different variables were used based on the response to the
question directed at gathering such data--- “Rank” and “RankNEW,” with the former including
the “Other” choice and the latter excluding such choices.

110
Figure 11
Rank Distribution

Chief (or equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief (or…

5.4%
5.2%

Captain (or equivalent)

3.4%

Lieutenant (or equivalent)

8.5%

Sergeant (or equivalent)

20.0%

Corporal (or equivalent)

15.6%

Officer/Deputy/Patrolman (or…

39.9%

Note: Rank operationalized as highest rank held for at least one year
n.b. “Other” is not displayed in this figure
Position/Assignment (current/previous). With regards to the variable-related
information pertaining to a respondent’s current (or previous position or assignments) the
positions were presented both individually and grouped into five more generalized categories
(post-hoc). The results of the responses for the current positions/assignments indicated 55.2%
(n=701) of respondents were assigned to “Patrol,” while 17.1% were assigned to
“Administration,” followed by 10.3% and 4.6% to Investigations (Crimes against Persons) and
“Investigations-All Other,” respectively. Figure 12 and Figure 13 further describe the nature of
the positions held by respondents, while Figure 14 and Figure 15 groups the data from Figure 12
and Figure 13, respectively, into more general (and similar) groups. The reasoning behind
creating the more generalized sub-groups was based on assertions by those such as Corpas
(2018), Kowalczyk and Sharps (2017) and Young (2016), which speak to the increased danger
and stress experienced by those assigned to SWAT units, assigned as Hostage/Crisis Negotiators
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or Undercover assignments, while the other, more general groups, also combine similar positions
(such as grouping those assigned to positions investigating crimes against children and crimes
against persons into a more generalized group labeled “Persons Crimes” and those who
investigate white-collar/financial, property crimes and narcotics into a separate sub-group,
labeled “Non-Persons Crimes). The primary job assignment/position data aligns with other
research and the general law enforcement literature which commonly asserts Patrol as the
“backbone” of a law enforcement agency and accepts the reality that there are very few
departments nationwide with full-time SWAT teams/Hostage Negotiations units, yet also
accounts for specializations which require advanced training/qualifications and/or experience
(such as investigating computer crimes, etc.).
Figure 12
Current Position Selections
Administration
17.1%

School Resource
Officer 2.3%
Undercover 2.7%
SWAT/Hostage or
Crisis Negotiations
2.0%

Patrol 55.2%

Investigations- All
other 4.6%
InvestigationsComputer/White
Collar Crimes 1.0%
InvestigationsNarcotics 1.9%

InvestigationsCAPERS 10.3%
InvestigationsCAC 3.0%
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Figure 13
Current Position Selections (Generalized)
Admin/SRO/Other
19.4%

Non-Persons
Crimes 7.4%

Patrol 55.2%

SWAT/UC/HNT
4.7%
Persons Crimes
13.3%

Figure 14
Previous Position Selection Data
InvestigationsComputer/White
Collar Crimes 5.5%
Undercover 7.1%

School Resource
Officer 4.4%

Patrol 54.6%

Investigations-Narcotics 8.5%
Investigations- CAC
8.6%
SWAT/Hostage or
Crisis Negotiations
10.6%

No other
positions/assignments held
20.4%

Investigations- All
other 14.4%
Administration
14.9%

InvestigationsCAPERS 17.1%

Note: Selection of multiple answer options was allowed (i.e. “Check All That Apply”)
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Figure 15
Previous Position Selections (Generalized)
SWAT/UC/HNT
17.7%
Admin/SRO/Other
19.3%

Patrol 54.6%

No Previous
Positions/Assignments
20.4%

Non-Persons Crimes
28.4%

Persons Crimes
25.7%

Note: Selection of multiple answer options was allowed (i.e. Check All That Apply”)
Bodily Injury. Over 80% (n=707) of respondents indicated that they have experienced some
degree of job-related injury, as a result of their law enforcement service. Furthermore,
approximately 26% of respondents indicated that they had experienced a (self-rated) injury
severity (in the most impactful/memorable/significant event) of “moderate” or higher. A further
breakdown of the levels of (job-related) injury experienced by respondents is found in Figure 16.
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Figure 16
Bodily Injury Level Distribution
More than
moderate, but less
than serious bodily
injury
6.6%

Serious bodily
injury 6.1%

No injury
19.8%
Moderate injury
13.3%

More than minor,
but less than
moderate 17.8%

Minor Injury
36.4%

Note: Responses indicated level of most memorable/most serious occurrence of bodily injury
sustained as a result of/during one’s service as a law enforcement officer
Survey Instrument Descriptive Results
Moral Injury Prevalence Rate. With the attribution of Moral Injury being considered
“present,” in a respondent hinging upon scores which were determined to be on the “positive side
of ambivalence” (i.e. positioned at a point placing it more aligned with agreement/higher
frequency than not thus suggesting the presence of foundational moral injury, instead of the lack
thereof) on at least two out of the three assessment instruments (MIEs, MIQ and/or MISS, when
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all questions were answered), the Moral Injury Prevalence Rate in the sample population
(N=586) was determined to be 14.68%, or approximately one in every seven officers (n=86). The
average MIB Score when MI is “present” of 84.10 (SD=7.91).
MIES. The mean score of the MIES component of the overall MIB was 12.46 (n=688,
SD 4.94). Furthermore, regarding the scoring to establish a prevalence level, those respondents
whose scores were above the “positive side of ambivalence” resulted in a MIES Prevalence of
n=147, or a 21.37% Prevalence Rate (or approximately one in every five) of those who
completed the five items which comprised the MIES component of the MIB whole. For those for
whom Moral Injury was determined to be present (a majority of scores on the “positive side of
ambivalence”) the mean score was 19.50 (SD=3.43). The total range of possible scores on the
MIES components of the MIB was 5 to 30.
MISS. The mean score of the MISS component of the overall MIB was 19.62 (n=641,
SD 6.64). Furthermore, regarding the scoring to establish a prevalence level, those respondents
whose scores were above the “positive side of ambivalence” resulted in a MISS Prevalence of
n=103, or a 16.07% Prevalence Rate (or approximately one in every seven) of those who
completed the five items which comprised the MISS component of the MIB whole. For those for
whom Moral Injury was determined to be present (a majority of scores on the “positive side of
ambivalence”) the mean score was 29.34 (SD=4.86). The possible range of scores on the MISS
was 5 to 50.
MIQ. The mean score of the MIQ component of the overall MIB was 31.30 (n=670, SD
5.19). Furthermore, regarding the scoring to establish a prevalence level, those respondents
whose scores were above the “positive side of ambivalence” resulted in a MIQ Prevalence of
n=145, or a 21.64% Prevalence Rate (or approximately one in every five) of those who
completed the five items which comprised the MIQ component of the MIB whole. For those for
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whom Moral Injury was determined to be present (scores on the “positive side of ambivalence”)
the mean score was 38.08 (SD=2.89). The range of scores possible on the MIQ components of
the MIB ranged between 15 and 60.
MIB. With results of scores on the individual components of the Moral Injury Battery
(MIB) described in the respectively titled sections, for the sake of attempting to establish the
efficacy of the combined instrument, a MIB Prevalence Rate was then determined as a product of
the results of the answers to the questions from the MIES, MISS and MIQ components.
Similarly, after applying filters to ensure every question of the MIB (i.e. every question on the
MIQ, MISS and MIES) was actually answered, the resulting responses eligible for description
herein was n=586. The mean score was 69.62 (SD=10.57). As proposed in the outset of this
research, the MIB would be proffered or potentially used as a stand-alone instrument, using the
same “on the positive side of ambivalence” threshold (or >/=13 indicators out of a possible 25).
If the former [“2 of 3”] method is used, the results suggest a Prevalence Rate of 14.68% whereas
the latter indicates a Prevalence Rate of 14.85% . This [“2 of 3”] method utilized the “subscores” from the MIQ, MISS and MIES to assign a “prevalence indicator” for each question
comprising the overall MIB. For example, the total of 25 potential MI Indicators corresponded to
the total number of questions comprising the MIB. Similarly, values over 3, 5 and 2 on each
question of the MIES, MISS and MIQ, respectively, resulted in assignment of an “MI Indicator.”
The assignment of values of 3, 5 and 2 were chosen in order to cause MI to be “more present
than not” on a given respondent’s responses, based on question design, in order to be counted.
The mean number of MI Indicators observed in the overall population (N=586) was 8.74
(SD=3.57) and the mean number of indicators observed on those where MI was operationalized
as “Present” was 14.67 (SD=1.71). The “score” range when used as a stand-alone instrument
would be 0 to 25.
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DEMOGRAPHIC AND JOB-RELATED VARIABLE PREVALENCE. With regards to
the prevalence rates within the various groups, which were established by virtue of a
respondent’s inclusion in a specific subgroup based on variables such as gender, race, religious
affiliation, it should be noted that, despite the relatively homogenous nature of the American
law enforcement population, sub-population samples significantly higher than those collected
would be required for accurate (sic reliable) prevalence rates to be established for a variety of
the sub-populations examined. That is, according to the following formula found in Figure 17,
proffered by Daniel (1999) and supported by Pourhoseingholi, Vahedi and Rahimzadeh (2013),
Hajian-Tilaki (2011) and Arya, Antonisamy and Kumar (2012) and Naing, Winn and Rusli
(2006), a minimum (sub-population) sample size of approximately 385 (or more) respondents
would be needed.
Figure 17
Sub-population Minimum Equation

Removed to comply with copyright
Adapted from Daniel (1999)

Accordingly, the sample size of responses gathered would have had to be up to 128 times more
to result in subpopulations which would meet said sample size standards appropriate for the
entire American law enforcement sample (when N=750,340, Z=1.96 , P=0.5 d=0.05) (Banks et
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al., 2016). However, due to the exploratory nature of the study and a lack of prior research to
establish even preliminary prevalence rates for the American law enforcement population
overall, let alone for sub-populations of the same, samples were considered sufficient in number
when they met the criteria set forth by the aforementioned formula at the 80% confidence level, a
practice which is supported by those such as Kim and Choi (2021) and Warner (2013 p. 89). The
reasoning for predicating the requisite sample size on a confidence level of 80% (or alpha level
of 0.20) is due in part to a decision-theoretic approach, as supported by Kim and Choi (2021) and
even Leamer (1978). Such an approach, based in part on the premise that a higher value of α is
associated with a lower value of β, or vice versa, but also on a risk-reward and underlying
theoretical approach (p. 47;30). Specifically, in the instant study, which is exploratory in nature
(yet another argument for allowing a Confidence level of 80%), specifically as it relates to the
presence (or absence) or Moral Injury, the risk of Type II error is much more potentially harmful
than the risk of Type I error and, by increasing the allowance for potential Type I error, the risk
of Type II error is reduced (Kim, 2019). With the underlying statistical sample size conditions in
mind, the prevalence rate for the following were determined for those sub-populations
determined to achieve the requisite sample size parameters of n=164 or greater (using
alpha=0.20). The [rounded] prevalence rates in said sub-populations are as follows: Bachelors
Degree (or equivalent), 15% (n=41), Current Position-Patrol, 17% (n=53), Religious AffiliationChristian, 15% (n=51), Gender-Male, 15% (n=73), No Prior Military Service, 16% (n=68),
Rank-Officer, 14% (n=32), Region 5, 18% (n=40). Additionally, for the sake of transparency the
prevalence rates for each sub-population are included in Appendix I and further discussed in the
appropriate section.
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Brief RCOPE
Negative (-) Scale. The mean value for the Brief RCOPE (- Scale) component was
9.6 (n=692, SD=10.4), with a minimum possible score of 7 and a maximum possible
score of 28 (with the highest actual score being 24).
Positive (+) Scale. The mean value for the Brief RCOPE (+ Scale) was 15.9
(n=703, SD=6.7), with a minimum score of 7 and a maximum score of 28
CRS. Regarding the CRS, the mean score was 15.6 (n=700, SD=5.4), with a possible
score range of 5 to 25. While the mean score gives a good gauge of the statistical mean value of
the answers of respondents, the results were also “bucketed” into three categories according to
the score categorizations recommended by Huber and Huber (2012). Figure 18 shows the
breakdown of the responses into categories of “Non-religious,” (score total 5-10) “Religious,”
(total score of 10.1-19.9) and “Highly Religious” (total score of 20-25).
Figure 18
Levels of Religiousness

Highly Religious
28.0%

Non-Religious 20.3%

Religious 51.7%
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Results
Assumption Tests
To ensure an objective third-party perspective on the requisite assumptions for the
execution of the appropriate statistical tests, Dr. Charles South, with the Southern Methodist
University Statistics Consulting Center (Dallas, TX) assisted in determining if the data met (or
did not meet) the required assumptions. Due to a variety of the data gathered violating either the
normal distribution assumption and/or the minimum n size requirement proffered by Warner
(2013) and/ or not showing a linear relationship, a decision was made to run the correlations
using Spearman’s [rho] Correlation, a non-parametric alternative to the Pearson’s r form of
analysis first proposed, along with other non-parametric tests, as appropriate (for example, also
utilizing Kruskal-Wallis h and Mann-Whitney u tests, along with Chi Square analysis depending
on the type of data involved) . Examples of the non-normal/non-parametric/non-linear data
gathered can be seen in Figure 19 which clearly shows very few of the variable combinations
have a linear relationship, although they are visually monotonic and not distinctly non-linear,
while also revealing occasions of bivariate outliers.
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Figure 19
Non-Normality of Data Examples

For the sake of uniformity, once it was determined that various sets of data were not normally
distributed and/or were not linearly related (or even the variables themselves were not inherently
linear), a Spearman’s [rho] correlation, which is robust to violations of assumptions and thus,
only has a few assumptions which must be met in order to produce valid results, was utilized for
analysis between variables which were not nominal, whereas a Chi Square Test was used for
those analyses which included two nominal/categorical variables, while Mann-Whitney u and
Kruskal Wallis h were used for combinations of quantitative and categorical variables with only
two groups or more than two groups, respectively. The requisite assumptions in order to apply a
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Spearman’s Correlation are as follows: 1) variables must be at least ordinal, 2) the relationship
between the variables must be monotonic and 3) the observations must be independent. While a
fourth assumption of random sampling also exists, violating such an assumption would not only
mainly effect generalizability (and potentially could be remedied by a sufficient sample size,
which was present herein) but such an assumption (of truly random samples) is not commonly
met in research undertaken the behavioral sciences (Warner, 2013). Norman (2010) suggests that
forms of parametric analysis (such as Pearson’s r) are robust enough to be utilized even when
violations of assumptions are present and that the outcomes of a parametric and a non-parametric
analysis are essentially consistent, regardless of violations of assumptions. Furthermore, the
assertion made by Norman (2013) that Likert-type scales are ordinal and thus should, “strictly
speaking” be assessed utilizing non-parametric methods, was followed, especially considering
there were several instances of lack of normal distributions underlying the data anyways (p. 4;
Jameison, 2004; Kruzon, 1996). As Figure 19 shows, the relationship is not clearly linear, but is
monotonic, and therefore (while also being ordinal or interval level data and based on nonnormally distributed data) the assumptions required for a Spearman Correlation were met.
Additionally, the use of a Chi Square to examine the relationship between categorical/nominal
variables is supported by McHugh (2013) and others, including Warner (2013). Furthermore, the
data analyzed was required to meet the following assumptions, in order to perform a Chi Square
analysis and, more specifically, to determine which test/interpretation of association is most
appropriate: data collected/analyzed as frequencies (not percentages), data was mutually
exclusive and derived from independent samples, involves two categorical variables and the
expected values for each cell were greater than 5 in 80% of the cells and no expected was less
than 1 (McHugh, 2013). The final assumption, related to expected values, was not met, however,
this could be remedied by interpreting the results of the Chi Square analysis via the Likelihood
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Ratio (and respective significance value), instead of the Fisher Exact Test, and therefore, such
interpretation was utilized (McHugh, 2013).
Additionally, the nature of the instant research, being exploratory in nature, also allows
for a breadth of scope not commonly undertaken as it seeks to “identify all of the novel and
interesting information contained in a data set” (Gaus et al., 2015, p. 1). Furthermore, such
breadth of scope (as examined in pilot-type surveys) lends itself well towards the use of nonparametric statistical analysis methods, which are highly utilized in the social sciences and
highly suggested in primary analyses, due, in part, to a low risk-high reward dichotomy
regarding statistical power and robustness within statistical populations and a wide variety of
sample sizes, including sub-group sizes (Warner, 2013; Scahdeva, 2014; Heiman, 2011; Chavan
& Kulkarni, 2014; Kitchens, 2009). For the sake of statistical completeness, and in an attempt to
frame Pearson’s r results against the Spearman’s rho results (used herein) based on the same data
a la Hauke and Kossowski (2011), Table 3 and Table 4 present the results of each statistical test.
As previously proffered by numerous treatises on statistics, including that by Mircioiu and
Atkinson (2017) the results [specifically regarding statistical significance, and, in this case,
correlation coefficients], are similar, but one can most clearly see differences in the [correlation
coefficient] results when variables which stray farthest from normality are examined.
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Table 3
Correlation data using Spearman’s rho
95% Confidence Intervals (2tailed)a,b
Variable 1- Variable 2
Significance(2Spearman's rho
Lower
Upper
tailed)
+ RCOPE Subscale .172
<.001
.091
.250
MIES
+ RCOPE Subscale .184
<.001
.104
.262
MIQ
+ RCOPE Subscale -.356
<.001
-.427
-.281
MISS
+ RCOPE Subscale .892
<.001
.870
.910
CRS
+ RCOPE Subscale -.070
.089
-.151
.011
MIB Score
+ RCOPE Subscale - .419
<.001
.347
.487
RCOPE Subcale
MIES - MIQ
.467
<.001
.398
.531
MIES - MISS
.264
<.001
.185
.339
MIES - CRS
.146
<.001
.065
.225
MIES - MIB Score
.687
<.001
.636
.732
MIES - - RCOPE Subcale
.302
<.001
.225
.376
MIQ - MISS
.254
<.001
.175
.329
MIQ - CRS
.143
<.001
.062
.223
MIQ - MIB Score
.707
<.001
.659
.750
MIQ - - RCOPE Subcale
.319
<.001
.243
.392
MISS - CRS
-.366
<.001
-.437
-.291
MISS - MIB Score
.649
<.001
.594
.698
MISS - - RCOPE Subcale
.088
.034
.007
.168
CRS - MIB Score
-.100
.016
-.180
-.018
CRS - - RCOPE Subcale
.321
<.001
.244
.394
MIB Score - - RCOPE
.290
<.001
.212
.364
Subcale
Note: The MIB Complete Data set was used for this comparison
a. Estimation is based on Fisher's r-to-z transformation.
b. Estimation of standard error is based on the formula proposed by Bonett and Wright.
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Table 4
Correlation data using Pearson’s r

95% Confidence Intervals (2tailed)a
Pearson
Correlation Sig. (2-tailed)
Lower
Upper
.192
<.001
.113
.269

+ RCOPE Subscale MIES
+ RCOPE Subscale .195
<.001
.115
MIQ
+ RCOPE Subscale -.352
<.001
-.421
MISS
+ RCOPE Subscale .881
<.001
.861
CRS
+ RCOPE Subscale -.073
.076
-.153
MIB Score
+ RCOPE Subscale - .263
<.001
.186
RCOPE Subcale
MIES - MIQ
.483
<.001
.418
MIES - MISS
.268
<.001
.191
MIES - CRS
.165
<.001
.085
MIES - MIB Score
.700
<.001
.656
MIES - - RCOPE
.294
<.001
.218
Subcale
MIQ - MISS
.276
<.001
.200
MIQ - CRS
.154
<.001
.073
MIQ - MIB Score
.721
<.001
.680
MIQ - - RCOPE Subcale
.337
<.001
.263
MISS - CRS
-.350
<.001
-.419
MISS - MIB Score
.678
<.001
.632
MISS - - RCOPE
.176
<.001
.096
Subcale
CRS - MIB Score
-.093
.026
-.173
CRS - - RCOPE Subcale
.186
<.001
.107
MIB Score - - RCOPE
.325
<.001
.251
Subcale
Note: The MIB Complete Data set was used for this comparison
a. Estimation is based on Fisher's r-to-z transformation.

.271
-.279
.898
.008
.337
.543
.342
.243
.739
.366
.349
.232
.758
.407
-.276
.720
.253
-.011
.264
.396
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When attempting to use the Kruskal-Wallis h and Mann-Whitney u statistical tests, the
assumptions which must be met are quite similar. The assumptions which must be (and were)
met by the data in the instant research included 1) Dependent variable with continuous or ordinal
data, 2) Binary/Dichotomous Independent Variable (Mann-Whitney u) or (Multi-)Categorical
Independent Variable (Kruskal-Wallis h) and 3) Independence of Observations, with the
Kruskal-Wallis h and Mann-Whitney u being the preferred and/or recommended statistical tests
in such circumstances where normality and/or homogeneity of variance assumptions are violated,
especially if one accepts and understands exactly what the results indicate (i.e. difference in
median or mean ranks), even under violations of assumptions (Feir-Walsh & Toothaker, 1974;
McDonald, 2014; Whitley & Ball, 2002). Additionally, the null hypothesis of the Mann-Whitney
u Test asserts that there is a 50/50 chance that a randomly selected observation from one
population will be larger than a randomly selected observation from the other. Thus, in the case
of the Mann-Whitney u Test, the null hypothesis is considered to be supported (i.e. “true”) if the
means/medians are similar, whereas it is considered to be “rejected” if the means/medians are
found to be different to a statistically significant (based on the pre-selected degree of statistical
significance deemed acceptable) (Elmore et al., 2020). Furthermore, considering the ordinal
nature of Likert-type data, the statistical analysis most appropriate for ordinal data (such as rank
and education level and/or Likert-derived data) is indeed a Kruskal-Wallis h Test, regardless of
any violations of assumptions or variance or otherwise (p. 4; Jameison, 2004; Kruzon, 1996;
Werner, 2012; Shah & Madden, 2004; Calver & Fletcher, 2020; Brickhill, 2010 p. 35).
Regarding the use of the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012), specifically Model 1, the
model was applied only to the MIB Score variable (outcome) as a “Y” variable, so as to only
utilize normally distributed data, and that which resulted in residuals which had the same normal
distribution characteristics. Furthermore, considering the MIB was a “composite” score of the
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MIES, MIQ and MISS, it also is likely to represent the scores on all three with an acceptable
degree of accuracy and is desirable due to the aforementioned normal distribution (and with its
use precluding the need for additional moderation analyses which would increase the total
number of statistical analyses performed and thereby increase the potential for Type I error).
Furthermore, while there are requisite assumptions for statistical regressions, including Linearity,
Normality, Homoscedasticity and Independence, the benefits of utilizing a moderation analysis
are believed to outweigh the risks of utilizing such a tool suitable for general statistical analysis
(Hayes, 2018). Furthermore, in order to account for potential violations of assumptions,
specifically that of Homoscedasticity, a Heteroscedasticity Consistent Covariance Matrix
(HCCM) was utilized. The use of an HCCM allows for an easy means by which potential
heteroscedasticity may be accounted for, even if the nature of the heteroscedasticity is not known
or explored and, according to Long and Ervin (2000), should be used all of the time, regardless
of the use of or outcomes from heteroscedasticity screening tests (Long & Ervin, 2000 p. 18).
Specifically HC3, was utilized, which is the HCCM model deemed most suitable for samples
with n<250 and that which has been deemed “superior” out of the HCCM options developed
(Long & Ervin, 2000 p. 17; Cribari-Neto et al., 2005; Hayes & Cai, 2007).
As such, Table J1 through Table J5 (found in Appendix J) delineate the variety of variables and
statistical tests applied within the instant study, to include Kruskal-Wallis h, Chi Square, MannWhitney u, Spearman’s Rho and Moderation, all performed due to the non-parametric nature of
the data to be examined.
With the litany of statistical test/analyses performed, as presented in Appendix J) through
in mind, the results of the statistical tests administered are proffered in both written and table
format. Those statistical tests which produced statistically significant results (at a level of p<.05
or lower) will be presented in written form (with those producing statistical significance values
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of p< .10 also being noted due to the exploratory nature of the research), based on their relevance
to the main hypotheses of the instant research. (For a summary of all of the results meeting such
criteria of acceptable statistical significance, see Appendix K). For the sake of transparency and
so as to assist in identifying avenues for future research, those statistical tests which resulted in
an inability to reject the null hypothesis and/or which were not statistically significant are then
presented in list form for the sake of transparency and quick reference (in Table 5).
Table 5
Results Found to be Not Statistically Significant
X

Y

Data Set Used

Test Statistic

Significance Level

YrsServ***
Gender**
MilServ**
CombExp**
Education *
RelAffil**
Rank*
Current Pos. *
Race(WHI) **
Race(API) **
Race(AINA) **
Race(Multi) **
Race(Other) **
PP(NONE) **
PP(Ptrl) **
PP(CAC) **
PP(Capers) **
PP(Narc) **
PP(WCC) **
PP(Inv-Other) **
PP(SWAT) **
PP(UC) **
PP(Admin) **
Race(API) **

MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIB

MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIES
MIB

0.025
-0.678
-0.872
-0.038
8.637
7.161
3.288
13.312
-1.387
-0.611
-1.007
-0.191
-0.171
-0.616
-0.475
-0.458
-1.139
-0.615
-0.017
-1.382
-1.174
-0.416
-0.709
-1.618

0.514
0.501
0.396
0.971
0.191
0.206
0.86
0.145
0.165
0.55
0.322
0.85
0.864
0.539
0.638
0.645
0.253
0.537
0.989
0.168
0.242
0.672
0.485
0.104
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X

Y

Data Set Used

Test Statistic

Significance Level

Race(AINA) **
Race(Multi) **
YrsServ***
Race(Other) **
PP(NONE) **
PP(Ptrl) **
PP(CAC) **
PP(Capers) **
PP(Narc) **
PP(WCC) **
PP(Inv-Other) **
PP(SWAT) **
PP(SRO) **
Race(API) **
Race(AINA) **
Race(Multi) **
Race(Other) **
PP(Ptrl) **
PP(CAC) **
PP(WCC) **
PP(Inv-Other) **
PP(SWAT) **
Race(API) **
Race(AINA) **
Race(Multi) **
Race(Other) **
PP(Ptrl) **
PP(CAC) **
PP(Narc) **
PP(WCC) **
PP(Inv-Other) **
PP(SWAT) **
PP(UC) **
Race(WHI) **
Race(Black) **
Race(AINA) **
Race(Multi) **
Race(Other) **

MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
CRS
CRS
CRS
CRS
CRS
CRS
CRS
CRS
CRS
+RCOPE
+RCOPE
+RCOPE
+RCOPE
+RCOPE
+RCOPE
+RCOPE
+RCOPE
+RCOPE
+RCOPE
+RCOPE
-RCOPE
-RCOPE
-RCOPE
-RCOPE
-RCOPE

MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB

-0.254
-0.233
-0.03
-0.732
-0.785
-0.484
-0.123
-0.738
-1.34
-0.862
-0.796
-0.244
-0.258
-0.111
-0.976
-0.587
-1.225
-1.103
-0.549
-0.998
-0.91
-0.045
-0.409
-1.123
-0.212
-1.253
-0.957
-0.257
-0.898
-0.411
-0.096
-0.375
-0.903
-1.593
-0.422
-0.774
-0.157
-1.218

0.8
0.814
0.466
0.466
0.429
0.631
0.902
0.454
0.18
0.391
0.431
0.811
0.799
0.911
0.339
0.558
0.224
0.268
0.583
0.322
0.366
0.964
0.69
0.276
0.831
0.216
0.34
0.786
0.36
0.683
0.922
0.704
0.374
0.108
0.669
0.451
0.88
0.231
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X

Y

Data Set Used

Test Statistic

Significance Level

PP(Ptrl) **
PP(CAC) **
PP(Capers) **
PP(WCC) **
PP(Inv-Other) **
PP(SWAT) **
PP(SRO) **
PP(UC) **
PP(Admin) **
Current Pos. *
Education *
Education *
Current Pos. *
Gender**
MilServ**
CombExp**
CRS**
Current Pos.*
MIlServ**
CombExp**
Gender**
Gender**
MIlServ**
CombExp**
MilServ**
CombExp**
Gender**
Current Pos. *
Education *
Education *
BI***
Gender**
MilServ**
CombExp**
Education *
Current Pos. *
Race(AINA) **
Race(Multi) **

-RCOPE
-RCOPE
-RCOPE
-RCOPE
-RCOPE
-RCOPE
-RCOPE
-RCOPE
-RCOPE
+RCOPE
+RCOPE
-RCOPE
-RCOPE
MIB
MIB
MIB
MHSAHx
CRS
CRS
CRS
CRS
+RCOPE
+RCOPE
+RCOPE
-RCOPE
-RCOPE
-RCOPE
MIB
MIB
CRS
MISS
MISS
MISS
MISS
MISS
MISS
MISS
MISS

MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MIB
MISS
MISS
MISS
MISS
MISS
MISS
MISS
MISS

-0.839
-0.946
-1.017
-1.136
-1.55
-0.217
-0.909
-1.471
-0.382
11.063
4.684
6.602
4.211
0.117
-0.361
-0.681
-1.279
12.414
0.755
-1.447
-0.174
-0.82
-0.362
-0.564
-0.26
-0.359
-0.003
10.711
8.369
5.713
0.028
-0.144
-0.652
-0.324
3.121
12.338
-0.408
-1.037

0.404
0.339
0.309
0.251
0.125
0.829
0.365
0.141
0.711
0.273
0.584
0.359
0.904
0.906
0.718
0.497
0.2
.190
0.455
0.148
0.866
0.413
0.718
0.577
0.791
0.715
0.999
0.299
0.21
0.462
0.484
0.884
0.514
0.738
0.797
0.192
0.689
0.306
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X

Y

Data Set Used

Test Statistic

Significance Level

Race(Other) **
MISS
MISS
-0.049
0.964
PP(Ptrl) **
MISS
MISS
-0.137
0.891
PP(CAC) **
MISS
MISS
-0.54
0.589
PP(Capers) **
MISS
MISS
-0.465
0.635
PP(Narc) **
MISS
MISS
-1.094
0.279
PP(WCC) **
MISS
MISS
-1.06
0.291
PP(Inv-Other) **
MISS
MISS
-0.43
0.664
PP(SWAT) **
MISS
MISS
-0.605
0.546
PP(UC) **
MISS
MISS
-0.301
0.759
Gender**
MIQ
MIQ
-0.538
0.588
MIlServ**
MIQ
MIQ
-1.331
0.191
CombExp**
MIQ
MIQ
-0.379
0.705
Education *
MIQ
MIQ
6.897
0.335
RelAffil**
MIQ
MIQ
4.16
0.533
Race(AINA) **
MIQ
MIQ
-0.434
0.67
PP(CAC) **
MIQ
MIQ
-1.257
0.203
PP(WCC) **
MIQ
MIQ
-0.704
0.48
PP(SWAT) **
MIQ
MIQ
-1.231
0.226
PP(SRO) **
MIQ
MIQ
-0.841
0.398
PP(Admin) **
MIQ
MIQ
-0.133
0.896
* Indicates performance of a Kruskal-Wallis Test (Test Statistic reported value is h value)
** Indicates performance of a Mann-Whitney u Test (Test Statistic reported is Z value)
*** Indicates performance of a Spearman’s Correlation (Test Statistic reported is r value)

Note: Three of the five moderation tests performed were also found to be not statistically
significant as follows;
X

Y

W

F

p
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Current Position

MIB Score

Years of Service

1.2643

.2534

MIB Score

Education Level

1.2084

.2869

MIB Score

Rank

1.1421

.3307

(Generalized)
Current Position
(Generalized)
Current Position
(Generalized)

Additionally, based on the goals of exploratory research, using p< .10 as an acceptable level of
Type I error/a determinant of statistical significance is allowable and is a “decision point” which
has precedent in research situations (Katz, 2006 p. 74; Salkind, 2004 p. 159; Sullivan, 2007 p.
510; Lerner & Nagai, 2001 p. 99; Cohen, 1994; Baker & Mudge, 2012; Schumm, 2010 p. 155;
Hawkins et al., 2013; Potter, 2012; Lavner et al., 2012). For ease of identification, those
statistical tests which resulted in levels of statistical significance of p<.05 are presented in
unitalicized print, whereas those which resulted in statistical significance values between p=.05
and p<.10 are presented in italicized text. Additionally, pair-wise deletions were performed to
account for missing data/unanswered questions and, when applicable, Monte Carlo simulations
were conducted (with a 99% Confidence Interval) to account for small sample sizes, which is
supported by Mollan et al. (2020).
Hnull: There is no moderating effect between specialization/duties/years of service (and
other categorical variables as described herein) and levels of moral injury,
potentially indicating moral injury is a universal component of the police
experience.
Hnull2: There is no change in levels of Religious Coping/Religiosity based on varied levels
of moral injury or job-related/demographic variables.
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Hnull3: There is a no direct relationship between perceived levels of moral injury and
length of time of service as a law enforcement officer (or other demographic
and/or job-related variables).
The results of the various Spearman’s Correlations conducted are displayed in Table 6
through Table 9.
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Table 6
Spearman Correlations (MISS)

Variable
Years of
Service

Level of
Bodily
Injury
+ RCOPE
Subscale

MIB Score

- RCOPE
Subscale

CRS

MISS

Years of
Service
Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Level of
Bodily
Injury

+ RCOPE
Subscale

MIB
Score

- RCOPE
Subscale

CRS

MISS

-.
.346**
<.001
640
.188**

-.
.102**
-.

<.001
640
-.030

.010
641
.218**

-.075

.441
640
.089*

<.001
641
.150**

.059
641
.420**

.025
636
.232**

<.001
637
.097*

<.001
637
.890**

-.
.283**
<.001
637
-.111**

-.
.328**
-.

<.001
633
-.201**

.014
634
.028

<.001
634
-.350**

.005
634
.647**

<.001
634
.089*

.362**

<.001

.484

<.001

<.001

.024

<.001

640

641

641

641

637

634

Note: While MIB Scores were not considered in this correlation analysis, since all of the questions of the MIB
may not have been completed (only respondents who completed all of the MISS questions were included) the
scores are included in this table to attempt to frame the research and MIB scores in comparison to the MISS
scores for those whose answers were not removed due to pairwise deletion and to include more data for future
researchers
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

-.
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Table 7
Spearman Correlations (MIQ)

Variable
Years of
Service

Level of
Bodily
Injury
MIQ

CRS

MIB Score

- RCOPE
Subscale

+ RCOPE
Subscale

Years of
Service
Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Level of
Bodily
Injury

MIQ

CRS

MIB - RCOPE + RCOPE
Score Subscale Subscale

-.
.333**
<.001
670
.165**

-.
.353**
-.

<.001
670
.223**

<.001
670
.085*

.122**

<.001
657
.003

.030
657
.195**

.002
657
.690**

.941
670
.091*

<.001
670
.139**

.112**
-<.001 .004
.
670 657
.309** .325** .291**

.020
661
.178**

<.001
661
.090*

<.001 <.001 <.001
661 657
661
**
**
.166 .891
-.075

<.001
667

.020
667

-.

<.001 <.001
667 656

.052
667

-.
.422**
<.001
660

Note: While MIB Scores were not considered in this correlation analysis, since all of the questions of the MIB
may not have been completed (respondents who completed all of the MIQ questions were included) the scores are
included in this table to attempt to frame the research and MIB scores in comparison to the MIQ scores for those
whose answers were not removed due to pairwise deletion and to include more data for future researchers
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

-.
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Table 8
Spearman Correlations (MIES)

Variable
Correlation
Coefficient
Years of
Service
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Level of
Coefficient
Bodily
Sig. (2-tailed)
Injury
N
Correlation
Coefficient
MIES
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
CRS
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
MIB Score
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
- RCOPE Coefficient
Subscale
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
+ RCOPE Coefficient
Subscale
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Years of
Service

Level of
Bodily
Injury MIES CRS

MIB
Score

- RCOPE + RCOPE
Subscale Subscale

-.
.334**
<.001
687
.025

-.
.119**
-.

.514
687
.221**

.002
688
.072*** .129**

<.001
674
.004

.061 <.001
675
675
**
.192 .652**

.914
687
.103**
.007
678
.178**
<.001
683

-.

.116**
-<.001 <.001 .002
.
688
688
675
.145** .309** .331** .284**
<.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
679
679
675
679
*
**
**
.077 .150 .892
-.086*
.045 <.001 <.001
684
684
674

.024
684

-.
.421**
<.001
678

-.

Note: While MIB Scores were not considered in this correlation analysis, since all of the questions of the MIB may
not have been completed (respondents who completed all of the MIES questions were included) the scores are
included in this table to attempt to frame the research and MIB scores in comparison to the MIES scores for those
whose answers were not removed due to pairwise deletion and to include more data for future researchers
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 9
Spearman Correlations (MIB)

Variable
Years of
Service
Correlation
Coefficient
Years of
Service
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
Level of
Bodily Injury Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
+ RCOPE
Subscale
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
CRS
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
MIB Score
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation
Coefficient
- RCOPE
Sig. (2-tailed)
Subscale
N

Level of
Bodily
Injury

+ RCOPE
Subscale

CRS

MIB
Score

- RCOPE
Subscale

-.
.332**
<.001
586
.204**

-.
.125**
-.

<.001
586
.251**

.002
586
.115**

.892**

<.001
580
-.030

.006
580
.238**

<.001
580
-.070***

-.
-.100*
-.

.466
586
.102*

<.001
586
.166**

.089
586
.419**

.016
580
.321**

.290**

.014
583

<.001
583

<.001
583

<.001
580

<.001
583

-.

Note: Correlation data between the MIB and the other instruments which comprise it are not included in this table but instead
included in their own table later in this work (Table 23)
*** Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed)
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Due to the data collected, and the research strategy of combining three already existing
(yet slightly edited) moral injury assessment instruments, the data collected from each instrument
was analyzed separately (using three “independent” data sets, corresponding to every item being
answered for the related moral injury instrument referenced: MIES Complete, MISS Complete,
MIQ Complete), and then in combination with the other data (MIB Complete). For example,
correlations with CRS Scores and other variables were first analyzed using data from only those
respondents who completed each question included as a part of the MIES (MIES data set), MIQ
(MIQ data set) and MISS (MISS data set) independently, and then analyzed using complete MIB
responses (MIB data set---those who completed every question on the MIQ, MIES and MISS,
comprising the full MIB assessment) which were analyzed in relation to the same variables. Such
a strategy was also employed for the other statistical tests as appropriate (including the KruskalWallis h and Mann-Whitney u Tests). Appendix J, which contains Table J1 through J5, denotes
what data sets were used for what tests in more detail at the bottom of each table. Data regarding
which questions were skipped and potential implications for those questions being skipped will
be most appropriately proffered in the Discussion section herein and is presented in said section.
MIES Scores of those who indicated they did have a history of mental health/substance
abuse counseling/treatment (Mean=447.93) were higher than those who indicated that did not
have a history of mental health/substance abuse counseling/treatment (Mean=329.53). A MannWhitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NNoMHSAHx=601,
N(HxofMHSA=87,)=17144.50, z=-5.206, p<.001. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution
is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis, those who held
had a history of mental health or substance abuse counseling/treatment are considered more
likely to have higher MIES Scores than those who have no such history).
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MIES Scores of those who did not select “Black” (Mean=347.72) were higher than those
who “selected” an affiliation with a race of “Black” (Mean=278.55) A Mann-Whitney Test
indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NBlk=32, NNotBLK=656,)=8385.50,
z=-1.927, p<.052. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically,
based on the results of the present statistical analysis those who did not select an affiliation with
the race “Black,” are considered more likely to have higher MIES Scores than those who have
held previous positions).
MIES Scores of those who indicated they held a previous position as a School Resource
Officer (SRO) (Mean=420.42)) were higher than those who indicated they had no such history
(Mean=341.04) A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant,
U(NSRO=30, NnotSRO=658,)=7592.50, z=-2.144, p=.030. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal
distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those
who indicated they held a previous position as an SRO, are considered more likely to have
higher MIES Scores than those who have not held such a previous positions).
MIQ Scores of those who indicated they did have a history of mental health/substance
abuse (Mean=441.54) were higher than those who indicated they had no such a history
(Mean=320.30). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant,
U(NNoMHSAHx=586, N(HxofMHSA=84,)=17144.50, z=-5.206, p<.001. Therefore, the null hypothesis
of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical
analysis those who indicated they had a history of mental health/substance abuse
counseling/treatment are considered more likely to have higher MIQ Scores than those who have
no such history).
MIQ Scores of those who “selected” an affiliation with a race of “White/Caucasian”
(Mean=339.89) were higher than those who did not select “White/Caucasian” (Mean=299.04)
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A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NWHI=598,
NNotWHI=339.89,)=18903.00, z=-1.695, p<.093. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal
distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis
those who indicated an affiliation with a race of “White/Caucasian” are considered more likely
to have higher MIQ Scores than those who have no such affiliation).
MIQ Scores of those who those who did not select “Black” (Mean=340.16.) were higher
than those who “selected” an affiliation with a race of “Black” (Mean=228.63). A MannWhitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NBlk=28,
NNotBLK=642,)=5995.50, z=-2.990, p=.002. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution is
rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those who did not
indicate an affiliation with a race of “Black” are considered more likely to have higher MIQ
Scores than those who indicated such an affiliation).
MIQ Scores of those who “selected” an affiliation with a race of “Asian/Pacific
Islander” (Mean=435.62) were higher than those who did not select “Asian/Pacific Islander”
(Mean=333.52.) A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant,
U(NAPI=13, NNotAPI=657,)=2969.00, z=-1887, p<.056. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal
distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis
those who indicated an affiliation with a race of “Asian/Pacific Islander” are considered more
likely to have higher MIQ Scores than those who indicated no such affiliation).
MIQ Scores of those who did not select “Multi-racial” (Mean=337.83) were higher than
those who “selected” an affiliation with a race of “Multi-racial” (Mean=263.36). A MannWhitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(Nmulti=21,
NNOTmulti=649,)=5299.50, z=-1.739, p<.083. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution
is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those who did
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not indicate an affiliation with a race of “Multi-racial” are considered more likely to have
higher MIQ Scores than those who indicated such an affiliation).
MIQ Scores of those who did not select “Other” (Mean=339.57) were higher than those
who “selected” an affiliation with a race of “Other” (Mean=259.35). A Mann-Whitney Test
indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(Nother=34, Nother=636,)=8223.00, z=2.359, p=.018. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically,
based on the results of the present statistical analysis those who did not indicate an affiliation
with a race of “Other” are considered more likely to have higher MIQ Scores than those who
indicated such an affiliation).
MIQ Scores of those who did not “select” that they had no Previous Positions
(Mean=350.11) were higher than those who did select it (Mean=277.05). A Mann-Whitney Test
indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NnoPP=134, NOtherPP=536,)=28080.00,
z=-3.915, p<.001. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically,
based on the results of the present statistical analysis those who have had previous positions
considered more likely to have higher MIQ Scores than those who have).
MIQ Scores of those who “selected” they had a previous position in patrol
(Mean=352.43) were higher than those who did not indicate such a previous assignment
(Mean=314.74). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant,
U(NPPptrl=369, NnoptrlPP=301,)=49285.500, z=-2.512, p=.012. Therefore, the null hypothesis of
equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis
those who indicated that they previously held a patrol position are considered more likely to have
higher MIQ Scores than those who have not).
MIQ Scores of those who “selected” they had a previous position in Investigations
(Crimes against Persons) (Mean=374.39) were higher than those who did not indicate such a
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previous assignment (Mean=327.53.) A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was
statistically significant, U(NPPcapers=32, NnoCAPERSpp=556,)=27258.00, z=-2.360, p=.02. Therefore,
the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the
present statistical analysis those who indicated they previous held a position as an Investigator in
a Crimes against Persons capacity are considered more likely to have higher MIQ Scores than
those who have not).
MIQ Scores of those who “selected” they had a previous position in Investigations
(Narcotics-not undercover) (Mean=389.72) were higher than those who did not indicate such a
previous assignment (Mean=330.55.) A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was
statistically significant, U(NPPnarcs=56, NnoPPnarcs=614,)=14.155.50, z=-2.194, p=.029. Therefore,
the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the
present statistical analysis those who indicated they previously held a position as a Narcotics
Investigator (not undercover) are considered more likely to have higher MIQ Scores than those
who have not).
MIQ Scores of those who “selected” they had a previous position in Investigations (All
Other) (Mean=378.14) were higher than those who did not indicate such a previous assignment
(Mean=328.02.) A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant,
U(NPPinvOther=100, NnoPPInvOther=570,)=24236.500, z=-2.392, p=.014. Therefore, the null
hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present
statistical analysis those who indicated they previously held a position as an Investigator (All
Other) are considered more likely to have higher MIQ Scores than those who have not).
MIQ Scores of those who “selected” they had a previous position in an Undercover
position (Mean=422.04) were higher than those who did not indicate such a previous assignment
(Mean=329.27). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant,
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U(NPPuc=45, NnoUCpp=625,)=10168.00, z=-3.111, p=.002. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal
distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those
who indicated they previously worked in an undercover capacity are considered more likely to
have higher MIQ Scores than those who have not).
MISS Scores of those who indicated they had a history of mental health/substance abuse
counseling/treatment (Mean=381.58) were higher than those who indicated they did not have
such a history (Mean=311.99). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was
statistically significant, U(NNoMHSAHx=558, N(HxofMHSA=83,)=18128.500, z=-3.198, p=.002.
Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the
results of the present statistical analysis those who indicated history of mental health/substance
abuse counseling/treatment are considered more likely to have higher MISS Scores than those
who indicated no such history).
MISS Scores of those who “selected” an affiliation with a race of “White/Caucasian”
(Mean=325.48) were higher than those who did not select “White/Caucasian” (Mean=285.05).
A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(Nwhi=570,
NnotWHI=71,)=17682.500, z=-1.737, p=0.83. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution
is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those who
indicated an affiliation with a race of “White/Caucasian” are considered more likely to have
higher MISS Scores than those who have no such affiliation).
MISS Scores of those who did not select “Black” (Mean=326.97) were higher than those
who “selected” an affiliation with a race of “Black” (Mean=199.37). A Mann-Whitney Test
indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(Nblk=30, NNotBLK=611,)=5516.000,
z=-3.689, p<.001. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically,
based on the results of the present statistical analysis those who did not indicate an affiliation
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with a race of “Black” are considered more likely to have higher MISS Scores than those who
have no such affiliation).
MISS Scores of those who “selected” an affiliation with a race of “Asian/Pacific
Islander” (Mean=442.08) were higher than those who did not select “Asian/Pacific Islander”
(Mean=318.69). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant,
U(NAPI=12, NnotAPI=629,)=2321.00, z=-2.289, p=.020. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal
distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those
who indicated an affiliation with a race of “Asian/Pacific Islander” are considered more likely to
have higher MISS Scores than those who have no such affiliation).
MISS Scores of those who “selected” that they had no previous positions (Mean=370.77)
were higher than those who did not select it (Mean=308.94). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated
that this difference was statistically significant, U(NnoPP=125, NOtherPP=516,)=26029.000, z=3.353, p=.001. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically,
based on the results of the present statistical analysis, those who indicated they have not held a
previous position are considered more likely to have higher MISS Scores than those who have
had prior assignments/positions).
MISS Scores of those who indicated they had never been previously assigned a role as an
SRO (Mean=323.91) were higher than those who indicated they held a previous position as a
School Resource Officer (SRO) (Mean=259.57). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this
difference was statistically significant, U(NSRO=29, NnotSRO=612,)=7092.500, z=-1.830, p=.066.
Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the
results of the present statistical analysis those who have not previously served as an SRO are
considered more likely to have higher MISS Scores than those who have).
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MISS Scores of those who indicated they had not been previously assigned to a position
in Administration (Mean=327.20) were higher than those who indicated they held a previous
position in Administration (Mean=284.02). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference
was statistically significant, U(NAdmin=92, NnotADMIN=549,)=21851.500, z=-2.072, p=.038.
Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the
results of the present statistical analysis those who indicated they had not previously served in a
role of Administration are considered more likely to have higher MISS Scores than those who
have no such affiliation).
MIB Scores of those who indicated they had a history of mental health/substance abuse
counseling/treatment (Mean=376.11) were greater than those who indicated they had no prior
history of mental health/substance abuse counseling or treatment (Mean=281.19). A MannWhitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NMHSAHx=76,
NNoMHSAHx=510,)=13101.500, z=-4.562, p<.001. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal
distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those
who indicated a history of mental health/substance abuse counseling/treatment are considered
more likely to have higher MIB Scores than those who have no such history).
+RCOPE Scores of those who indicated they had a history of mental health/substance
abuse counseling/treatment (Mean=326.68) were higher than those who indicated they had no
such history (Mean=288.55) were higher. A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference
was statistically significant, U(NMHSAHx=76, NNoMHSAHx=510,)=16858.000, z=-1.838, p=.066.
Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the
results of the present statistical analysis those who indicated they had a history of mental
health/substance abuse counseling/treatment are considered more likely to have higher
+RCOPE Scores than those who have no such history).
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-RCOPE Scores of those who indicated they had who indicated they had a history of
mental health/substance abuse treatment/counseling (Mean=356.83) were higher than those who
indicated they had no prior history of mental health/substance abuse counseling or treatment
(Mean=282.28). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant,
U(NMHSAHx=76, NNoMHSAHx=507,)=14339.000, z=-3.6650, p<.001. Therefore, the null hypothesis
of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical
analysis those who indicated a history of mental health/substance abuse counseling/treatment are
considered more likely to have higher -RCOPE Scores than those who have no such affiliation).
MIB Scores of those who “selected” an affiliation with a race of “White/Caucasian”
(Mean=297.70) were higher than those who did not select “White/Caucasian” (Mean=258.67).
A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NWhitex=523,
NNonWhite=63,)=14280.500, z=-1.729, p=.086. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution
is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those who
indicated an affiliation with a race of “White/Caucasian” are considered more likely to have
higher MIB Scores than those who have no such affiliation).
MIB Scores of those who did not select “Black” (Mean=299.98) were higher than those
who “selected” an affiliation with a race of “Black” (Mean=141.69). A Mann-Whitney Test
indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NBlack=24,
NNonBlack=562,)=3100.500, z=-4.488, p<.001. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution
is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those who did
not indicate an affiliation with a race of “Black” are considered more likely to have higher MIB
Scores than those who did indicate such an affiliation).
MIB Scores of those who indicated they held a previous position operating in an
Undercover (UC) capacity (Mean=347.25) were higher than those who indicated they had not
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previously served in such a position (Mean=289.77). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this
difference was statistically significant, U(NUC=38, NUC=548,)=8369.500, z=-2.025, p=.045.
Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the
results of the present statistical analysis those who indicated they previously worked in an
undercover capacity are considered more likely to have higher MIB Scores than those who have
not).
MIB Scores of those who indicated they did not previously serve in the role of
Administration (Mean=299.53) were higher than for those who held a previous position in
Administration (Mean=259.39). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was
statistically significant, U(NAdmin=88, NnotADMIN=498,)=18910.000, z=-2.051, p=.041. Therefore,
the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the
present statistical analysis those who did not indicate a previous assignment to a role of
Administration are considered more likely to have higher MIB Scores than those who did).
CRS Scores of those who did not “select” an affiliation with a race of “White/Caucasian”
(Mean=333.40) were higher than those who did select “White/Caucasian” (Mean=285.27). A
Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NWhitex=517,
NNonWhite=63,)=13583.000, z=-2.155, p=.031. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution
is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those who did
not indicate an affiliation with a race of “White/Caucasian” are considered more likely to have
higher CRS Scores than those who indicated such a racial affiliation).
CRS Scores of those who “selected” an affiliation with a race of “Black” (Mean=375.65)
were higher than those who did not select “Black” (Mean=286.82). A Mann-Whitney Test
indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NBlack=24,
NNonBlack=556,)=4268.500, z=-2.546, p=.01. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution
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is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those who
indicated an affiliation with a race of “Black” are considered more likely to have higher CRS
Scores than those who indicated no such affiliation).
CRS Scores of those who indicted that had prior positions (Mean=305.25) were higher
than those who “selected” that they had no previous positions (Mean=226.06). A Mann-Whitney
Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NnoPP=108,
NOtherPP=472,)=18528.000, z=-4.437, p<.001. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution
is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those who
indicated an those having held prior positions are considered more likely to have higher CRS
Scores than those who have no such affiliation).
CRS Scores of those who “selected” they had a previous position in Investigations
(Crimes against Persons) (Mean=331.73) were higher than those who did not indicate such a
previous assignment (Mean=281.70) A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was
statistically significant, U(NPPcapers=102, NnoCAPERSpp=478,)=20173.000, z=-2.741, p=.006.
Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the
results of the present statistical analysis those who indicated they previously held a position as an
Investigator in a Crimes against Persons capacity are considered more likely to have higher MIQ
Scores than those who have no such affiliation).
CRS Scores of those who “selected” they had a previous position in InvestigationsNarcotics (not undercover) (Mean=338.02) were higher than those who did not indicate such a
previous assignment (Mean=286.11). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was
statistically significant, U(NPPnarc=49, NPPnotNARC=531,)=10681.000, z=-2.078, p=.037. Therefore,
the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the
present statistical analysis those who indicated a previous position as a Narcotics Investigator
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(not undercover) are considered more likely to have higher CRS Scores than those who have no
such affiliation).
CRS Scores of those who indicated they held a previous position as a School Resource
Officer.(SRO) (Mean=385.65) were higher than those who indicated they had no such history
(Mean=285.85). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant,
U(NSRO=27, NnotSRO=553,)=4896.500, z=-3.026, p=.002. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal
distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those
who indicated they once held a position as an SRO are considered more likely to have higher
CRS Scores than those who have no such affiliation).
CRS Scores of those who indicated they held a previous position operating in an
Undercover (UC) capacity (Mean=336.47) were higher than those who indicated they had no
such history (Mean=287.28). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was
statistically significant, U(NUC=38, NUC=542,)=8551.000, z=-1.752, p=.081. Therefore, the null
hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present
statistical analysis those who indicated they once worked in an undercover capacity are
considered more likely to have higher CRS Scores than those who have no such affiliation).
CRS Scores of those who indicated they held a previous position in Administration
(Mean=325.50) were higher than those who indicated they had no such history (Mean=284.24).
A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NAdmin=88,
NnotADMIN=492,)=18568.000, z=-2.130, p=.034. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal
distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those
who indicated a previous Administration position are considered more likely to have higher CRS
Scores than those who did not hold such a previous position).
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+RCOPE Scores of those who did not “select” an affiliation with a race of
“White/Caucasian” (Mean=350.72) were higher than those who selected “White/Caucasian”
(Mean=286.61). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant,
U(NWhitex=523, NNonWhite=63,)=12869.500, z=-2.849, p=.004. Therefore, the null hypothesis of
equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis
those who did not indicate an affiliation with a race of “White/Caucasian” are considered more
likely to have higher +RCOPE Scores than those did indicate such a racial affiliation).
+RCOPE Scores of those who “selected” an affiliation with a race of “Black”
(Mean=410.33) were higher than those who did not select “Black” (Mean=288.51). A MannWhitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NBlack=24,
NNonBlack=562,)=3940.000, z=-3.464, p<.001. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution
is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those who
indicated an affiliation with a race of “Black” are considered more likely to have higher
+RCOPE Scores than those who have no such affiliation).
+RCOPE Scores of those who “selected” that they had previous positions (i.e. did not
select “no prior positions”) (Mean 306.41) were higher than for those who indicated they had no
prior positions(Mean=238.25). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was
statistically significant, U(NnoPP=111, NOtherPP=475,)=20229.500, z=-3.832, p<.001. Therefore,
the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the
present statistical analysis those who indicated they have held a prior position are considered
more likely to have higher +RCOPE Scores than those who have not).
+RCOPE Scores of those who “selected” they had a previous position in Investigations
(Crimes against Persons) (Mean=319.71) were higher than those who did not indicate such a
previous assignment (Mean=287.91) A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was
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statistically significant, U(NPPcapers=103, NnoCAPERSpp=483,)=22174.500, z=-1.737, p=.086.
Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the
results of the present statistical analysis those who indicated they once held a position in
Investigations-Crimes against Persons are considered more likely to have higher +RCOPE
Scores than those who have no such history).
+RCOPE Scores of those who indicated they held a previous position as a School
Resource Officer (SRO) (Mean=378.69) were higher than those who indicated they had no such
history (Mean=289.39). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically
significant, U(NSRO=27, NnotSRO=559,)=5246.500, z=-2.686, p=.006. Therefore, the null
hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present
statistical analysis those who indicated a previous position as an SRO are considered more likely
to have higher +RCOPE Scores than those who have no such history).
+RCOPE Scores of those who indicated they held a previous position in Administration
(Mean=324.39) were higher than those who indicated they had no such history (Mean=288.04).
A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NAdmin=88,
NnotADMIN=498,)=19194.000, z=-1.863, p=.064. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal
distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis
those who indicated a previous position in Administration are considered more likely to have
higher +RCOPE Scores than those who have no such history).
-RCOPE Scores of those who “selected” an affiliation with a race of “Asian/Pacific
Islander” (Mean=401.79) were higher than those who did not select “Asian/Pacific Islander”
(Mean=289.69). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant,
U(NAPI=12, NNonAPI=571,)=2108.500, z=-2.324, p=.018. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal
distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those
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who indicated an affiliation with a race of “Asian/Pacific Islander” are considered more likely to
have higher -RCOPE Scores than those who have no such affiliation).
-RCOPE Scores of those who did not “select” that they had no previous positions
(Mean=300.26) were higher than those who did “select” it (Mean=255.68). A Mann-Whitney
Test indicated that this difference was statistically significant, U(NnoPP=108,
NOtherPP=475,)=21727.000, z=-2.529, p=.011. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution
is rejected (and, logically, based on the results of the present statistical analysis those who
indicated an affiliation with a race of have had previous positions/assignments are considered
more likely to have higher -RCOPE Scores than those who have had no prior
positions/assignments).
-RCOPE Scores of those who “selected” they had a previous position in InvestigationsNarcotics (not undercover) (Mean=331.43) were higher than those who did not indicate such a
previous assignment (Mean=288.30). A Mann-Whitney Test indicated that this difference was
statistically significant, U(NPPnarc=50, NPPnotNARC=533,)=11353.500, z=-1.764, p=.076.
Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal distribution is rejected (and, logically, based on the
results of the present statistical analysis those who indicated a prior position of InvestigationsNarcotics (not undercover) are considered more likely to have higher -RCOPE Scores than those
who have no such history).
A Kruskal-Wallis Test showed that rank effects MISS Scores in a statistically significant
manner, H(7)=22.064, P=.002. Post Hoc tests results can be found in Table 10. Due to the
exploratory nature of the instant research, those [post hoc] results which indicated statistical
significance levels at or below P=.05 will be discussed in the appropriate section, however, the
Bonferroni corrected P values should also be noted.
Table 10
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MISS and Rank Post Hoc Results

Sample 1-Sample 2
Officer/Deputy/Patrolman
(or equivalent)Assistant/Deputy Chief (or
equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolman
(or equivalent)-Captain (or
equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolman
(or equivalent)-Chief (or
equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolman
(or equivalent)-Lieutenant
(or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolman
(or equivalent)-Other
Officer/Deputy/Patrolman
(or equivalent)-Sergeant (or
equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolman
(or equivalent)-Corporal (or
equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief (or
equivalent)-Captain (or
equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief (or
equivalent)-Chief (or
equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief (or
equivalent)-Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief (or
equivalent)-Other
Assistant/Deputy Chief (or
equivalent)-Sergeant (or
equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief (or
equivalent)-Corporal (or
equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)Chief (or equivalent)

Test
Statistic Std. Error
-21.565
33.885

Std. Test
Statistic
-.636

Sig.
.524

Adj. Sig.a
1.000

-29.057

42.849

-.678

.498

1.000

-37.880

33.491

-1.131

.258

1.000

-61.856

27.980

-2.211

.027

.758

-65.595

57.009

-1.151

.250

1.000

-67.359

20.597

-3.270

.001

.030

-67.761

22.321

-3.036

.002

.067

7.491

52.016

.144

.885

1.000

-16.314

44.623

-.366

.715

1.000

40.291

40.651

.991

.322

1.000

-44.029

64.184

-.686

.493

1.000

45.793

35.970

1.273

.203

1.000

46.196

36.984

1.249

.212

1.000

-8.823

51.760

-.170

.865

1.000
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Test
Statistic Std. Error
32.799
48.377

Std. Test
Statistic
.678

Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
Sample 1-Sample 2
Captain (or equivalent).498
1.000
Lieutenant (or equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)-36.538
69.336
-.527
.598
1.000
Other
Captain (or equivalent)38.302
44.517
.860
.390
1.000
Sergeant (or equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)38.705
45.340
.854
.393
1.000
Corporal (or equivalent)
Chief (or equivalent)23.976
40.323
.595
.552
1.000
Lieutenant (or equivalent)
Chief (or equivalent)-Other
-27.715
63.977
-.433
.665
1.000
Chief (or equivalent)29.479
35.599
.828
.408
1.000
Sergeant (or equivalent)
Chief (or equivalent)29.882
36.623
.816
.415
1.000
Corporal (or equivalent)
Lieutenant (or equivalent)-3.739
61.273
-.061
.951
1.000
Other
Lieutenant (or equivalent)5.503
30.472
.181
.857
1.000
Sergeant (or equivalent)
Lieutenant (or equivalent)5.905
31.663
.187
.852
1.000
Corporal (or equivalent)
Other-Sergeant (or
1.764
58.273
.030
.976
1.000
equivalent)
Other-Corporal (or
2.167
58.904
.037
.971
1.000
equivalent)
Sergeant (or equivalent).403
25.375
.016
.987
1.000
Corporal (or equivalent)
Note: Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are the
same.
Note: Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .050.
a. Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests.
A Kruskal-Wallis Test showed that religious affiliation effects MISS Scores in a
statistically significant manner, H(5)=26.350, P<.001. Post Hoc tests results can be found in
Table 11. Due to the exploratory nature of the instant research, those [post hoc] results which
indicated statistical significance levels at or below P=.05 will be discussed in the appropriate
section, however, the Bonferroni corrected P values should also be noted.
Table 11
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MISS and Religious Affiliation Post Hoc Results
Sample 1-Sample 2
Buddhism-Christian (i.e.
Protestant or another nonCatholic Christian)
Buddhism-Catholic
Buddhism-Jewish
Buddhism-Other (i.e.
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Buddhism-No Affiliation
(Agnostic, Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in particular,
etc.)
Christian (i.e. Protestant or
another non-Catholic
Christian)-Catholic
Christian (i.e. Protestant or
another non-Catholic
Christian)-Jewish
Christian (i.e. Protestant or
another non-Catholic
Christian)-Other (i.e.
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Christian (i.e. Protestant or
another non-Catholic
Christian)-No Affiliation
(Agnostic, Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in particular,
etc.)
Catholic-Jewish
Catholic-Other (i.e.
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Catholic-No Affiliation
(Agnostic, Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in particular,
etc.)
Jewish-Other (i.e.
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Jewish-No Affiliation
(Agnostic, Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in particular,
etc.)
Other (i.e. Mormon/LDS, etc.)No Affiliation (Agnostic, Deist,

Std. Test
Test Statistic Std. Error Statistic
85.126
107.216
.794

Sig. Adj. Sig.a
.427
1.000

108.756
112.500
-175.444

108.013
135.089
123.319

1.007
.833
-1.423

.314
.405
.155

1.000
1.000
1.000

-183.077

108.231

-1.692

.091

1.000

-23.630

18.729

-1.262

.207

1.000

-27.374

83.265

-.329

.742

1.000

-90.319

62.382

-1.448

.148

1.000

-97.951

19.946

-4.911 <.001

.000

-3.744
-66.689

84.289
63.742

-.044
-1.046

.965
.295

1.000
1.000

-74.321

23.863

-3.114

.002

.028

-62.944

103.176

-.610

.542

1.000

-70.577

84.568

-.835

.404

1.000

-7.632

64.111

-.119

.905

1.000
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Std. Test
Statistic

Test Statistic Std. Error
Sig. Adj. Sig.a
Sample 1-Sample 2
Atheist, no religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)
Note: Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are
the same.
Note: Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .050.
a. Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests.
A Kruskal-Wallis Test showed that religious affiliation effects CRS Scores in a
statistically significant manner, H(5)=182.500, P<.001. Post Hoc tests results can be found in
Table 12. Due to the exploratory nature of the instant research, those [post hoc] results which
indicated statistical significance levels at or below P=.05 will be discussed in the appropriate
section, however, the Bonferroni corrected P values should also be noted.
Table 12
CRS and Religious Affiliation Post-Hoc Results
Test Statistic Std. Error
Sample 1-Sample 2
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
145.557
97.977
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)Buddhism
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
190.681
22.448
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)-Catholic
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
250.538
18.675
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)-Christian
(i.e. Protestant or another
non-Catholic Christian)
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
260.974
85.243
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)-Jewish
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
262.835
58.117
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in

Std. Test
Statistic
1.486

Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
.137
1.000

8.494

.000

.000

13.416

.000

.000

3.062

.002

.033

4.522

<.001

.000
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Std. Test
Statistic

Test Statistic Std. Error
Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
Sample 1-Sample 2
particular, etc.)-Other
(i.e. Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Buddhism-Catholic
45.124
97.827
.461
.645
1.000
Buddhism-Christian (i.e.
104.980
97.031
1.082
.279
1.000
Protestant or another
non-Catholic Christian)
Buddhism-Jewish
115.417
127.799
.903
.366
1.000
Buddhism-Other (i.e.
-117.278
111.552
-1.051
.293
1.000
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Catholic-Christian (i.e.
59.856
17.871
3.349
<.001
.012
Protestant or another
non-Catholic Christian)
Catholic-Jewish
-70.292
85.070
-.826
.409
1.000
Catholic-Other (i.e.
-72.153
57.864
-1.247
.212
1.000
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Christian (i.e. Protestant
-10.436
84.153
-.124
.901
1.000
or another non-Catholic
Christian)-Jewish
Christian (i.e. Protestant
-12.297
56.507
-.218
.828
1.000
or another non-Catholic
Christian)-Other (i.e.
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Jewish-Other (i.e.
-1.861
100.552
-.019
.985
1.000
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Note: Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are
the same.
Note: Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .050.
a. Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests.
A Kruskal-Wallis Test showed that rank effects CRS Scores in a statistically significant
manner, H(7)=24.964, P<.001. Post Hoc tests results can be found in Table 13. Due to the
exploratory nature of the instant research, those [post hoc] results which indicated statistical
significance levels at or below P=.05 will be discussed in the appropriate section, however, the
Bonferroni corrected P values should also be noted.

158

TABLE 13
CRS and Rank Post-Hoc Results
Test Statistic Std. Error
Sample 1-Sample 2
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-20.968
19.041
n (or equivalent)Sergeant (or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-31.153
31.658
n (or equivalent)Assistant/Deputy Chief
(or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-49.767
20.542
n (or equivalent)Corporal (or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-52.315
26.215
n (or equivalent)Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-100.854
30.450
n (or equivalent)-Chief
(or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-106.925
39.079
n (or equivalent)-Captain
(or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-152.714
56.906
n (or equivalent)-Other
Sergeant (or equivalent)-10.185
33.320
Assistant/Deputy Chief
(or equivalent)
Sergeant (or equivalent)28.799
23.022
Corporal (or equivalent)
Sergeant (or equivalent)-31.347
28.200
Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Sergeant (or equivalent)-79.886
32.175
Chief (or equivalent)
Sergeant (or equivalent)-85.957
40.438
Captain (or equivalent)

Std. Test
Statistic
-1.101

Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
.271
1.000

-.984

.325

1.000

-2.423

.015

.431

-1.996

.046

1.000

-3.312

<.001

.026

-2.736

.006

.174

-2.684

.007

.204

-.306

.760

1.000

1.251

.211

1.000

-1.112

.266

1.000

-2.483

.013

.365

-2.126

.034

.939
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Std. Test
Statistic
-2.277

Test Statistic Std. Error
Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
Sample 1-Sample 2
Sergeant (or equivalent)-131.746
57.847
.023
.637
Other
Assistant/Deputy Chief
18.614
34.201
.544
.586
1.000
(or equivalent)-Corporal
(or equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
21.162
37.881
.559
.576
1.000
(or equivalent)Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
-69.700
40.926
-1.703
.089
1.000
(or equivalent)-Chief (or
equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
75.772
47.696
1.589
.112
1.000
(or equivalent)-Captain
(or equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
-121.561
63.134
-1.925
.054
1.000
(or equivalent)-Other
Corporal (or equivalent)-2.548
29.235
-.087
.931
1.000
Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Corporal (or equivalent)-51.086
33.086
-1.544
.123
1.000
Chief (or equivalent)
Corporal (or equivalent)-57.158
41.166
-1.388
.165
1.000
Captain (or equivalent)
Corporal (or equivalent)-102.947
58.358
-1.764
.078
1.000
Other
Lieutenant (or
-48.539
36.877
-1.316
.188
1.000
equivalent)-Chief (or
equivalent)
Lieutenant (or
-54.610
44.271
-1.234
.217
1.000
equivalent)-Captain (or
equivalent)
Lieutenant (or
-100.399
60.588
-1.657
.098
1.000
equivalent)-Other
Chief (or equivalent)6.071
46.903
.129
.897
1.000
Captain (or equivalent)
Chief (or equivalent)-51.860
62.537
-.829
.407
1.000
Other
Captain (or equivalent)-45.789
67.163
-.682
.495
1.000
Other
Note: Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are
the same.
Note: Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .050.
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Std. Test
Test Statistic Std. Error
Statistic
Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
Sample 1-Sample 2
a. Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests.
A Kruskal-Wallis Test showed that religious affiliation effects +RCOPE Scores in a
statistically significant manner, H(5)=177.663, P<.001. Post Hoc tests results can be found in
Table 14. Due to the exploratory nature of the instant research, those [post hoc] results which
indicated statistical significance levels at or below P=.05 will be discussed in the appropriate
section, however, the Bonferroni corrected P values should also be noted.
Table 14
+RCOPE and Religious Affiliation Post-Hoc Results
Test Statistic Std. Error
Sample 1-Sample 2
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
114.917
98.782
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)Buddhism
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
186.784
22.437
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)-Catholic
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
200.584
85.935
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)-Jewish
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
242.473
58.566
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)-Other
(i.e. Mormon/LDS, etc.)
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
247.988
18.685
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)-Christian
(i.e. Protestant or another
non-Catholic Christian)
Buddhism-Catholic
71.867
98.636
Buddhism-Jewish
85.667
128.882

Std. Test
Statistic
1.163

Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
.245
1.000

8.325

.000

.000

2.334

.020

.294

4.140

<.001

.001

13.272

.000

.000

.729
.665

.466
.506

1.000
1.000
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Std. Test
Statistic
-1.134

Test Statistic Std. Error
Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
Sample 1-Sample 2
Buddhism-Other (i.e.
-127.556
112.497
.257
1.000
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Buddhism-Christian (i.e.
133.070
97.850
1.360
.174
1.000
Protestant or another
non-Catholic Christian)
Catholic-Jewish
-13.800
85.767
-.161
.872
1.000
Catholic-Other (i.e.
-55.689
58.320
-.955
.340
1.000
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Catholic-Christian (i.e.
61.204
17.897
3.420
<.001
.009
Protestant or another
non-Catholic Christian)
Jewish-Other (i.e.
-41.889
101.403
-.413
.680
1.000
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Jewish-Christian (i.e.
47.404
84.863
.559
.576
1.000
Protestant or another
non-Catholic Christian)
Other (i.e.
5.515
56.982
.097
.923
1.000
Mormon/LDS, etc.)Christian (i.e. Protestant
or another non-Catholic
Christian)
Note: Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are
the same.
Note: Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .050.
a. Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests.
A Kruskal-Wallis Test showed that rank effects +RCOPE Scores in a statistically
significant manner, H(7)=25.408, P<.001. Post Hoc tests results can be found in Table 15. Due to
the exploratory nature of the instant research, those [post hoc] results which indicated statistical
significance levels at or below P=.05 will be discussed in the appropriate section, however, the
Bonferroni corrected P values should also be noted.
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Table 15
+RCOPE and Rank Post-Hoc Results
Test Statistic Std. Error
Sample 1-Sample 2
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-8.882
31.890
n (or equivalent)Assistant/Deputy Chief
(or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-18.923
19.142
n (or equivalent)Sergeant (or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-23.494
26.394
n (or equivalent)Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-65.954
20.661
n (or equivalent)Corporal (or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-85.373
30.300
n (or equivalent)-Chief
(or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-114.554
57.367
n (or equivalent)-Other
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-126.268
38.511
n (or equivalent)-Captain
(or equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
10.042
33.603
(or equivalent)-Sergeant
(or equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
14.612
38.201
(or equivalent)Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
57.072
34.490
(or equivalent)-Corporal
(or equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
-76.491
40.998
(or equivalent)-Chief (or
equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
-105.672
63.669
(or equivalent)-Other
Assistant/Deputy Chief
117.386
47.390
(or equivalent)-Captain
(or equivalent)

Std. Test
Statistic
-.279

Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
.781
1.000

-.989

.323

1.000

-.890

.373

1.000

-3.192

.001

.040

-2.818

.005

.135

-1.997

.046

1.000

-3.279

.001

.029

.299

.765

1.000

.382

.702

1.000

1.655

.098

1.000

-1.866

.062

1.000

-1.660

.097

1.000

2.477

.013

.371
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Std. Test
Statistic
-.161

Test Statistic Std. Error
Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
Sample 1-Sample 2
Sergeant (or equivalent)-4.570
28.439
.872
1.000
Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Sergeant (or equivalent)47.030
23.217
2.026
.043
1.000
Corporal (or equivalent)
Sergeant (or equivalent)-66.450
32.098
-2.070
.038
1.000
Chief (or equivalent)
Sergeant (or equivalent)-95.630
58.337
-1.639
.101
1.000
Other
Sergeant (or equivalent)-107.345
39.940
-2.688
.007
.202
Captain (or equivalent)
Lieutenant (or
42.460
29.483
1.440
.150
1.000
equivalent)-Corporal (or
equivalent)
Lieutenant (or
-61.879
36.885
-1.678
.093
1.000
equivalent)-Chief (or
equivalent)
Lieutenant (or
-91.060
61.102
-1.490
.136
1.000
equivalent)-Other
Lieutenant (or
-102.774
43.880
-2.342
.019
.537
equivalent)-Captain (or
equivalent)
Corporal (or equivalent)-19.419
33.026
-.588
.557
1.000
Chief (or equivalent)
Corporal (or equivalent)-48.600
58.853
-.826
.409
1.000
Other
Corporal (or equivalent)-60.314
40.690
-1.482
.138
1.000
Captain (or equivalent)
Chief (or equivalent)-29.181
62.888
-.464
.643
1.000
Other
Chief (or equivalent)40.895
46.335
.883
.377
1.000
Captain (or equivalent)
Other-Captain (or
11.714
67.230
.174
.862
1.000
equivalent)
Note: Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are
the same.
Note: Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .050.
a. Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests.
A Kruskal-Wallis Test showed that religious affiliation effects -RCOPE Scores in a
statistically significant manner, H(5)=49.814, P<.001. Post Hoc tests results can be found in
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Table 21. Due to the exploratory nature of the instant research, those [post hoc] results which
indicated statistical significance levels at or below P=.05 will be discussed in the appropriate
section, however, the Bonferroni corrected P values should also be noted.
Table 16
-RCOPE and Religious Affiliation Post-Hoc Results
Test Statistic Std. Error
Sample 1-Sample 2
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
19.783
96.804
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)Buddhism
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
86.006
22.083
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)-Catholic
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
106.894
57.407
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)-Other
(i.e. Mormon/LDS, etc.)
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
120.783
84.218
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)-Jewish
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
128.102
18.381
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)-Christian
(i.e. Protestant or another
non-Catholic Christian)
Buddhism-Catholic
66.223
96.658
Buddhism-Other (i.e.
-87.111
110.231
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Buddhism-Jewish
101.000
126.285
Buddhism-Christian (i.e.
108.319
95.880
Protestant or another
non-Catholic Christian)
Catholic-Other (i.e.
-20.888
57.161
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Catholic-Jewish
-34.777
84.051

Std. Test
Statistic
.204

Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
.838
1.000

3.895

<.001

.001

1.862

.063

.939

1.434

.152

1.000

6.969

<.001

.000

.685
-.790

.493
.429

1.000
1.000

.800
1.130

.424
.259

1.000
1.000

-.365

.715

1.000

-.414

.679

1.000
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Std. Test
Statistic
2.392

Test Statistic Std. Error
Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
Sample 1-Sample 2
Catholic-Christian (i.e.
42.096
17.598
.017
.251
Protestant or another
non-Catholic Christian)
Other (i.e.
13.889
99.360
.140
.889
1.000
Mormon/LDS, etc.)Jewish
Other (i.e.
21.208
55.836
.380
.704
1.000
Mormon/LDS, etc.)Christian (i.e. Protestant
or another non-Catholic
Christian)
Jewish-Christian (i.e.
7.319
83.155
.088
.930
1.000
Protestant or another
non-Catholic Christian)
Note: Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are
the same.
Note: Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .050.
a. Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests.
A Kruskal-Wallis Test showed that rank effects -RCOPE Scores in a statistically
significant manner, H(7)=12.665, P=.081. Post Hoc tests results can be found in Table 17. Due to
the exploratory nature of the instant research, those [post hoc] results which indicated statistical
significance levels at or below P=.05 will be discussed in the appropriate section, however, the
Bonferroni corrected P values should also be noted.

Table 17
-RCOPE and Rank Post-Hoc Results
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Test Statistic Std. Error
Sample 1-Sample 2
Captain (or equivalent)18.862
37.757
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
n (or equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)54.115
42.996
Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)-54.486
46.435
Assistant/Deputy Chief
(or equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)59.238
39.136
Sergeant (or equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)-63.123
45.401
Chief (or equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)77.295
39.870
Corporal (or equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)-79.595
65.875
Other
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-35.253
25.894
n (or equivalent)Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-35.624
31.274
n (or equivalent)Assistant/Deputy Chief
(or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-40.376
18.800
n (or equivalent)Sergeant (or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-44.261
29.717
n (or equivalent)-Chief
(or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-58.433
20.285
n (or equivalent)Corporal (or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-60.733
56.226
n (or equivalent)-Other
Lieutenant (or
-.371
37.432
equivalent)Assistant/Deputy Chief
(or equivalent)
Lieutenant (or
5.123
27.866
equivalent)-Sergeant (or
equivalent)

Std. Test
Statistic
.500

Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
.617
1.000

1.259

.208

1.000

-1.173

.241

1.000

1.514

.130

1.000

-1.390

.164

1.000

1.939

.053

1.000

-1.208

.227

1.000

-1.361

.173

1.000

-1.139

.255

1.000

-2.148

.032

.889

-1.489

.136

1.000

-2.881

.004

.111

-1.080

.280

1.000

-.010

.992

1.000

.184

.854

1.000
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Std. Test
Statistic
-.249

Test Statistic Std. Error
Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
Sample 1-Sample 2
Lieutenant (or
-9.008
36.141
.803
1.000
equivalent)-Chief (or
equivalent)
Lieutenant (or
23.180
28.889
.802
.422
1.000
equivalent)-Corporal (or
equivalent)
Lieutenant (or
-25.480
59.870
-.426
.670
1.000
equivalent)-Other
Assistant/Deputy Chief
4.752
32.926
.144
.885
1.000
(or equivalent)-Sergeant
(or equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
-8.637
40.172
-.215
.830
1.000
(or equivalent)-Chief (or
equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
22.809
33.795
.675
.500
1.000
(or equivalent)-Corporal
(or equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
-25.109
62.386
-.402
.687
1.000
(or equivalent)-Other
Sergeant (or equivalent)-3.885
31.451
-.124
.902
1.000
Chief (or equivalent)
Sergeant (or equivalent)18.057
22.749
.794
.427
1.000
Corporal (or equivalent)
Sergeant (or equivalent)-20.357
57.161
-.356
.722
1.000
Other
Chief (or equivalent)14.172
32.361
.438
.661
1.000
Corporal (or equivalent)
Chief (or equivalent)-16.472
61.621
-.267
.789
1.000
Other
Corporal (or equivalent)-2.300
57.667
-.040
.968
1.000
Other
Note: Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are
the same.
Note: Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .100.
a. Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests.
A Kruskal-Wallis Test showed that rank effects MIQ Scores in a statistically significant
manner, H(7)=17.085, P=.015. Post Hoc tests results can be found in Table 18. Due to the
exploratory nature of the instant research, those [post hoc] results which indicated statistical
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significance levels at or below P=.05 will be discussed in the appropriate section, however, the
Bonferroni corrected P values should also be noted.
TABLE 18
MIQ and Rank Post-Hoc Results
Test Statistic Std. Error
Sample 1-Sample 2
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-21.565
33.885
n (or equivalent)Assistant/Deputy Chief
(or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-29.057
42.849
n (or equivalent)-Captain
(or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-37.880
33.491
n (or equivalent)-Chief
(or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-61.856
27.980
n (or equivalent)Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-65.595
57.009
n (or equivalent)-Other
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-67.359
20.597
n (or equivalent)Sergeant (or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-67.761
22.321
n (or equivalent)Corporal (or equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
7.491
52.016
(or equivalent)-Captain
(or equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
-16.314
44.623
(or equivalent)-Chief (or
equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
40.291
40.651
(or equivalent)Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
-44.029
64.184
(or equivalent)-Other

Std. Test
Statistic
-.636

Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
.524
1.000

-.678

.498

1.000

-1.131

.258

1.000

-2.211

.027

.758

-1.151

.250

1.000

-3.270

.001

.030

-3.036

.002

.067

.144

.885

1.000

-.366

.715

1.000

.991

.322

1.000

-.686

.493

1.000
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Std. Test
Statistic
1.273

Test Statistic Std. Error
Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
Sample 1-Sample 2
Assistant/Deputy Chief
45.793
35.970
.203
1.000
(or equivalent)-Sergeant
(or equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
46.196
36.984
1.249
.212
1.000
(or equivalent)-Corporal
(or equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)-8.823
51.760
-.170
.865
1.000
Chief (or equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)32.799
48.377
.678
.498
1.000
Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)-36.538
69.336
-.527
.598
1.000
Other
Captain (or equivalent)38.302
44.517
.860
.390
1.000
Sergeant (or equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)38.705
45.340
.854
.393
1.000
Corporal (or equivalent)
Chief (or equivalent)23.976
40.323
.595
.552
1.000
Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Chief (or equivalent)-27.715
63.977
-.433
.665
1.000
Other
Chief (or equivalent)29.479
35.599
.828
.408
1.000
Sergeant (or equivalent)
Chief (or equivalent)29.882
36.623
.816
.415
1.000
Corporal (or equivalent)
Lieutenant (or
-3.739
61.273
-.061
.951
1.000
equivalent)-Other
Lieutenant (or
5.503
30.472
.181
.857
1.000
equivalent)-Sergeant (or
equivalent)
Lieutenant (or
5.905
31.663
.187
.852
1.000
equivalent)-Corporal (or
equivalent)
Other-Sergeant (or
1.764
58.273
.030
.976
1.000
equivalent)
Other-Corporal (or
2.167
58.904
.037
.971
1.000
equivalent)
Sergeant (or equivalent).403
25.375
.016
.987
1.000
Corporal (or equivalent)
Note: Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are
the same.
Note: Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .050.
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Std. Test
Test Statistic Std. Error
Statistic
Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
Sample 1-Sample 2
a. Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests.
A Kruskal-Wallis Test showed that rank effects MIB Scores in a statistically significant
manner, H(7)=13.538, p=.056. Post Hoc tests results can be found in Table 19. Due to the
exploratory nature of the instant research, those [post hoc] results which indicated statistical
significance levels at or below P=.05 will be further discussed in the appropriate section,
however, the Bonferroni corrected P values should also be noted.
TABLE 19
MIB and Rank Post-Hoc Results
Test Statistic Std. Error
Sample 1-Sample 2
Captain (or equivalent)-44.038
46.467
Chief (or equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)-61.513
47.525
Assistant/Deputy Chief
(or equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)84.473
40.807
Corporal (or equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)90.107
38.621
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
n (or equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)94.377
44.005
Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Captain (or equivalent)-105.357
67.422
Other
Captain (or equivalent)120.567
40.055
Sergeant (or equivalent)
Chief (or equivalent)17.476
41.115
Assistant/Deputy Chief
(or equivalent)
Chief (or equivalent)40.435
33.120
Corporal (or equivalent)
Chief (or equivalent)46.069
30.387
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
n (or equivalent)

Std. Test
Statistic
-.948

Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
.343
1.000

-1.294

.196

1.000

2.070

.038

1.000

2.333

.020

.550

2.145

.032

.895

-1.563

.118

1.000

3.010

.003

.073

.425

.671

1.000

1.221

.222

1.000

1.516

.129

1.000
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Test Statistic Std. Error
Sample 1-Sample 2
Chief (or equivalent)50.339
36.990
Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Chief (or equivalent)-61.319
63.068
Other
Chief (or equivalent)76.530
32.189
Sergeant (or equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
22.960
34.589
(or equivalent)-Corporal
(or equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
28.594
31.981
(or equivalent)Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
n (or equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
32.864
38.311
(or equivalent)Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Assistant/Deputy Chief
-43.844
63.851
(or equivalent)-Other
Assistant/Deputy Chief
59.054
33.699
(or equivalent)-Sergeant
(or equivalent)
Corporal (or equivalent)5.634
20.720
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
n (or equivalent)
Corporal (or equivalent)-9.904
29.567
Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Corporal (or equivalent)-20.884
59.021
Other
Corporal (or equivalent)-36.094
23.283
Sergeant (or equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-4.270
26.469
n (or equivalent)Lieutenant (or
equivalent)
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-15.250
57.531
n (or equivalent)-Other
Officer/Deputy/Patrolma
-30.460
19.196
n (or equivalent)Sergeant (or equivalent)

Std. Test
Statistic
1.361

Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
.174
1.000

-.972

.331

1.000

2.377

.017

.488

.664

.507

1.000

.894

.371

1.000

.858

.391

1.000

-.687

.492

1.000

1.752

.080

1.000

.272

.786

1.000

-.335

.738

1.000

-.354

.723

1.000

-1.550

.121

1.000

-.161

.872

1.000

-.265

.791

1.000

-1.587

.113

1.000
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Std. Test
Statistic
-.179

Test Statistic Std. Error
Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
Sample 1-Sample 2
Lieutenant (or
-10.980
61.276
.858
1.000
equivalent)-Other
Lieutenant (or
26.190
28.520
.918
.358
1.000
equivalent)-Sergeant (or
equivalent)
Other-Sergeant (or
15.210
58.504
.260
.795
1.000
equivalent)
Note: Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are
the same.
Note: Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .100.
a. Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests.
A Kruskal-Wallis Test showed that religious affiliation effects MIB Scores in a
statistically significant manner, H(5)=9.473, p=.081. Post Hoc tests results can be found in
Table 20. Due to the exploratory nature of the instant research, those [post hoc] results which
indicated statistical significance levels at or below P=.05 will be further discussed in the
appropriate section, however, the Bonferroni corrected P values should also be noted.

TABLE 20
MIB and Religious Affiliation Post-Hoc Results
Sample 1-Sample 2
Jewish-Buddhism
Jewish-Catholic

Test Statistic Std. Error
-46.167
129.250
84.608
86.013

Std. Test
Statistic
-.357
.984

Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
.721
1.000
.325
1.000
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Test Statistic Std. Error
Sample 1-Sample 2
Jewish-Christian (i.e.
95.930
85.106
Protestant or another
non-Catholic Christian)
Jewish-No Affiliation
-133.776
86.181
(Agnostic, Deist,
Atheist, no religious
beliefs in particular, etc.)
Jewish-Other (i.e.
-186.278
101.693
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Buddhism-Catholic
38.442
98.918
Buddhism-Christian (i.e.
49.763
98.130
Protestant or another
non-Catholic Christian)
Buddhism-No Affiliation
-87.609
99.064
(Agnostic, Deist,
Atheist, no religious
beliefs in particular, etc.)
Buddhism-Other (i.e.
-140.111
112.819
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Catholic-Christian (i.e.
11.322
17.948
Protestant or another
non-Catholic Christian)
Catholic-No Affiliation
-49.167
22.501
(Agnostic, Deist,
Atheist, no religious
beliefs in particular, etc.)
Catholic-Other (i.e.
-101.669
58.486
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
Christian (i.e. Protestant
-37.846
18.739
or another non-Catholic
Christian)-No Affiliation
(Agnostic, Deist,
Atheist, no religious
beliefs in particular, etc.)
Christian (i.e. Protestant
-90.348
57.145
or another non-Catholic
Christian)-Other (i.e.
Mormon/LDS, etc.)
No Affiliation (Agnostic,
52.502
58.734
Deist, Atheist, no
religious beliefs in
particular, etc.)-Other
(i.e. Mormon/LDS, etc.)

Std. Test
Statistic
1.127

Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
.260
1.000

-1.552

.121

1.000

-1.832

.067

1.000

.389
.507

.698
.612

1.000
1.000

-.884

.376

1.000

-1.242

.214

1.000

.631

.528

1.000

-2.185

.029

.433

-1.738

.082

1.000

-2.020

.043

.651

-1.581

.114

1.000

.894

.371

1.000
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Std. Test
Test Statistic Std. Error
Statistic
Sig.
Adj. Sig.a
Sample 1-Sample 2
Note: Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are
the same.
Note: Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .100.
a. Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests.
A Kruskal-Wallis Test showed that current position effects MIQ Scores in a statistically
significant manner, H(9)=18.516, P=.026. Post Hoc tests results can be found in Table 21. Due to
the exploratory nature of the instant research, those [post hoc] results which indicated statistical
significance levels at or below P=.05 will be further discussed in the appropriate section,
however, the Bonferroni corrected P values should also be noted.
Table 21
MIQ and Current Position Post-Hoc Results
Sample 1-Sample 2
School Resource Officer-Administration
School Resource Officer-Patrol
School Resource Officer-InvestigationsNarcotics
School Resource Officer-Undercover
School Resource Officer-InvestigationsComputer/White Collar Crimes
School Resource Officer- InvestigationsAll other
School Resource Officer-InvestigationsCrimes against Persons
School Resource Officer - InvestigationsCrimes against Children
School Resource Officer -SWAT
Administration-Patrol
Administration- Investigations-Narcotics
Administration -Undercover
Administration - InvestigationsComputer/White Collar Crimes
Administration-Investigations- All other

Test
Statistic
-94.678
95.301
125.583

Std.
Std. Test
Adj.
Error
Statistic Sig. Sig.a
51.242
-1.848 .065 1.000
49.131
1.940 .052 1.000
73.452
1.710 .087 1.000

-126.382 66.996
131.357 87.163

-1.886
1.507

.059
.132

1.000
1.000

145.323 59.209

2.454

.014

.635

164.210 53.371

3.077

.002

.094

172.575 64.514

2.675

.007

.336

177.885
.623
30.905
31.704
36.679

71.820
20.376
58.280
49.897
74.824

2.477
.031
.530
.635
.490

.013
.976
.596
.525
.624

.597
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

50.645 38.819

1.305

.192

1.000
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Sample 1-Sample 2
Administration- Investigations- Crimes
against Persons
Administration-Investigations- Crimes
against Children
Administration -SWAT
Patrol- Investigations-Narcotics
Patrol-Undercover
Patrol- Investigations-Computer/White
Collar Crimes
Patrol-Investigations- All other
Patrol-Investigations- Crimes against
Persons
Patrol-Investigations- Crimes against
Children
Patrol - SWAT
Investigations-Narcotics- Undercover
Investigations-Narcotics -InvestigationsComputer/White Collar Crimes
Investigations-Narcotics-InvestigationsAll other
Investigations-Narcotics (not undercover)Investigations- Crimes against Persons
(i.e. homicide detective, sexual assault
investigator, etc.)
Investigations-Narcotics-InvestigationsCrimes against Children
Investigations-Narcotics-SWAT
Undercover-InvestigationsComputer/White Collar Crimes
Undercover-Investigations- All other
Undercover-Investigations- Crimes
against Persons
Undercover -Investigations- Crimes
against Children
Undercover -SWAT
Investigations-Computer/White Collar
Crimes -Investigations- All other
Investigations-Computer/White Collar
Crimes -Investigations- Crimes against
Persons

Test
Std.
Std. Test
Adj.
Statistic Error
Statistic Sig. Sig.a
69.532 29.150
2.385 .017
.768
77.897 46.512

1.675

.094

1.000

56.208
56.433
47.727
73.395

1.480
-.537
-.651
-.491

.139
.592
.515
.623

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

-50.022 35.987
-68.909 25.255

-1.390
-2.729

.165
.006

1.000
.286

-77.274 44.175

-1.749

.080

1.000

-82.584 54.291
-.799 72.521
-5.774 91.478

-1.521
-.011
-.063

.128
.991
.950

1.000
1.000
1.000

-19.739 65.394

-.302

.763

1.000

38.627 60.160

.642

.521

1.000

46.992 70.234

.669

.503

1.000

-52.301 76.999
4.975 86.379

-.679
.058

.497
.954

1.000
1.000

18.940 58.049
37.828 52.081

.326
.726

.744
.468

1.000
1.000

46.193 63.451

.728

.467

1.000

51.502 70.867
-13.965 80.489

.727
-.174

.467
.862

1.000
1.000

32.853 76.298

.431

.667

1.000

83.207
-30.283
-31.082
-36.056
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Test
Std.
Std. Test
Adj.
Statistic Error
Statistic Sig. Sig.a
41.218 84.469
.488 .626 1.000

Sample 1-Sample 2
Investigations-Computer/White Collar
Crimes -Investigations- Crimes against
Children
Investigations-Computer/White Collar
-46.527 90.172
-.516 .606 1.000
Crimes -SWAT
Investigations- All other -Investigations18.888 41.588
.454 .650 1.000
Crimes against Persons
Investigations- All other -Investigations27.252 55.165
.494 .621 1.000
Crimes against Children
Investigations- All other (i.e. property
-32.562 63.555
-.512 .608 1.000
crimes, accident investigations, etc.)SWAT/Hostage or Crisis Negotiations (or
equivalent)
Investigations- Crimes against Persons 8.365 48.846
.171 .864 1.000
Investigations- Crimes against Children
Investigations- Crimes against Persons -13.674 58.155
-.235 .814 1.000
SWAT
Investigations- Crimes against Children -5.310 68.525
-.077 .938 1.000
SWAT
Note: Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are
the same.
Note: Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is
.050.
a. Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests.
To test the hypothesis that the levels of moral injury (as determined by the MIB) were
moderated by current position (bucketed in a similar manner as shown in Figure 13) and rank
(creating a new variable named RankNEW, by dropping the choice of “Other” from the
analysis), a moderation analysis with an Heteroscedasticity Consistent Covariance Matrix
(HCCM, Model 3) was conducted using the Process Macro (Hayes, 2018). The overall model
was statistically significant, R2 = .0196, F(9, 564) =1.8309, p = .0601.
To test the hypothesis that the levels of moral injury (as determined by the MIB) were
moderated by current position (bucketed in a similar manner as shown in Figure 13) and levels of
bodily injury sustained, a moderation analysis with an Heteroscedasticity Consistent Covariance
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Matrix (HCCM, Model 3) was conducted using the Process Macro (Hayes, 2018). The overall
model was statistically significant, R2 = .0564, F(9, 573) = 3.5026, p = .003.
To test the hypothesis that there is a relationship between current position and mental
health/substance abuse history, a Chi Square analysis was conducted. The results indicated the
relationship between these variables was statistically significant, X2(9, N=701)= 19.456, p=.028.
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Chapter Five: Conclusions
Overview
The instant research sought to examine several components of the American law
enforcement experience. Specifically, said research was initiated in an attempt to establish the
first known prevalence rates for moral injury in American law enforcement officers, examine the
relationship between said levels of moral injury and demographic/job-related variables while
also attempting to examine the relationship between moral injury and religious coping in the
same population of American law enforcement officers. Additionally, the research attempted to
gather data related to the centrality of religion and examine any potentially moderating effects of
variables on moral injury. As there is currently a paucity of research on the subject of moral
injury in police, despite several calls from authors of previous research, a discussion of the
results found in the present research will be significantly based on the findings presented herein,
whilst also attempting to frame such findings within the greater context of existing literature on
the subject of moral injury and religious coping in law enforcement officers.
Discussion
The purpose of the instant study and research was to explore an extremely understudied
topic and to establish a prevalence level for moral injury in American law enforcement officers,
which has not previously been proffered. Such Prevalence Levels have already been presented in
the section of this manuscript entitled “Survey Instrument Descriptive Results.” Furthermore, the
study concentrated on examining relationships between several demographic and job-related
variables and levels of moral coping along with examining the relationship between levels of
moral injury and religious coping, along with secondarily examining religiosity in an American
law enforcement sample. While each of the underlying research questions, upon which this
research was based, are obviously important, due to the nature of the results and the purpose of
the instant research, the discussion of said results will be divided into four categories for
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discussion: Prevalence, Moral Injury, Religious Coping/Religion and Question/Item Assessment,
which will logically divide the results for easier reference and distinction. Such an arrangement
will allow for a more cogent and organized discussion of the results which will make it easier for
those attempting to glean information from the findings and discussion of the same, whilst also
enabling the author to discuss the relationships found in terms of the broader context to which
they apply. It should however be noted that, due to a dearth of previous research in on the topic
of moral injury in American law enforcement, much of the discussion is theoretical in nature, as
there is little literature to support or deny the findings of the present research inquiry.
Prevalence Rates
Due to a lack of prior research, one of the main goals of this research was to establish
some form of prevalence level, as it relates to Moral Injury in the American law enforcement
population, which currently has not been established. While there is no doubt that exploratory,
first of its kind research cannot empirically nor definitively establish such prevalence levels, the
hope of this research was to at least lay the foundation for future research. As such, prevalence
levels were determined via the process proscribed the results section. Based upon said results,
both those presented as meeting the desired level of statistical significance and sample size,
along with others, there are several main points which should be addressed.
First, the exploratory nature of the instant study, in addition to a lack of established and
empirical assessment options for Moral Injury in the law enforcement population should be kept
in mind. Nonetheless, the range exhibited between the Prevalence Rates depending on the
assessment instrument used is worth noting. For example, the Overall [MIB] Prevalence Rate
was determined to be 14.68%, whereas results on the individual instruments resulted in
Prevalence Rates of 21.37%, 21.6% and 16.07% on the MIES, MIQ and MISS, respectively.
Furthermore, such a discrepancy is only reinforced when confronted with the use of the MIB as a
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combined instrument, which resulted in a Prevalence Rate of 14.85%. Such a range between the
lowest Prevalence Rate of 14.68% and the greatest of 21.6%, may suggest that the individual
instruments are more sensitive or, perhaps, they are too sensitive in that they may focus too much
on a single factor of PMIEs/MI instead of the bigger picture.
Additionally, when examining the data, one will notice that the MISS results (on the
overall, complete MIB responses) result in only 94 (our of 586) instances of MI Prevalence,
which likely skews results on the Overall [MIB] Prevalence Rate in a downward direction since
it essentially becomes 2/2 required in 83.79% of responses. Also of note is the relative degree of
closeness between the “two out of three” Indication threshold (i.e. MI had to be indicated, that is,
on 2 out of 3 assessment instruments), used for the Overall [MIB] Prevalence Rate and the MIB
combined threshold results (MI indicated if the “indicators” were >12). This could be due to
several reasons, however, such similar results would indicate that either method would be
effective. Additionally, this could be due to the MIB providing more coverage as it examines MI
from multiple perspectives---symptoms, events and outcomes, thereby possibly being able to
capture the "bigger picture." This acknowledgement of the multi-faceted nature of MI is
supported by prior, recently developed research including that by Zhizhong et al. (2020, Litz
(2021), Jinkerson (2016) and Koenig, Youssef and Pearce (2019). Perhaps the use of the MIB,
which combines assessment instruments examining MI as an outcome and in terms of its
symptoms and predicate events is a viable combination, however, only further empirical
validation, which is beyond the scope of this exploratory research would undoubtedly be needed
to make such an assertion unequivocally.
Another component of the examination of the prevalence levels proffered herein must
also acknowledge, and a discussion surrounding said prevalence levels must address, the inherent
disconnect between the statistical analysis of the numerable variables brought together as a part
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of the instant research, but also try and bring more understanding to the picture painted by the
results when considered together and in conjunction with each other. One of the notable
characteristics of the statistical analyses is that, as previously mentioned and as mentioned in the
Limitations section of this dissertation, the sizes of several sub-populations are quite low,
therefore potentially skewing prevalence results. Additionally, while simple prevalence rates can
assign a value and indicate the rate at which conditions, such as Moral Injury, are present within
a population, it is, unfortunately, not able to capture a rate of accrual of moral injury (i.e.
determine if there is an identifiable increase in perceived moral injury or moral injury indicators
on assessment instruments for a proportionate number of morally injurious events) nor is it able
to account for the intimate nature of moral injury. Much of this issue concerns, not so much the
nature of assessment instruments, but more so the fluid, personal and subjective nature of Moral
Injury itself, which has been noted by Litz et al. (2009), Litz and Kerig (2019, Shay (1994) and
Nazarov et al. (2020), along with Fontana et al. (1992), MacNair (2002), McCarthy (2016) and
Marx et al. (2010).
In conjunction with the results presented in Appendix I, there are several sub-populations
(regardless of sub-population sample size, which can be considered both a limitation and an
identified opportunity for future research) that have clearly elevated Prevalence Rates (greater
than or equal to 1 in 5 or 20%) including the following: Current Position-Investigations
(Narcotics) (25%), Current Position-Crimes against Children (32%), Current PositionUndercover (20%), Religious Affiliation-Other (22%), Religious Affiliation-Buddhist (33%),
Rank-Sergeant (20%), Rank-Lieutenant (20%), Region 6 (29%), Region 8 (21%), Region 11
(21%), Education-High School (26%), Education-JD (29%), Bodily Injury Level-4 (21%),
Bodily Injury Level-5 (41%) and Mental Health/Substance Abuse Treatment/Counseling History
(30%). Without attempting to address the comparisons between groups or levels (as was
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previously addressed in the sections dedicated to statistical analyses) the differences in
Prevalence Rates between the variety of groups and sub-populations and explanations for those
which are especially high (greater than or equal to 20%) is worth addressing.
As it relates to the high degree of moral injury prevalence found in those investigating
Crimes Against Children, even though the sample size in the instant research was small, research
by those such as Tapson et al. (2020), Burns et al. (2008), Losung et al. (2021), Bourke and
Craun (2014), Kamkar et al. (2019) and Blumberg et al. (2018) supports such an elevated
presence of moral injury due to an increased likelihood of both exposure to traumatic
events/distressing images, specifically those which involve victims in arguably the most
vulnerable age group, but also, the inherent nature of a large portion of these investigations to be
computer or internet-based, resulting in a sense of distance and, consequently and sense of
helplessness on behalf of those investigating such offenses. Indeed, these conditions could easily
contribute to the high prevalence rates of moral injury found in the instant research. Similar
reasoning may hold for other sub-populations, such as those investigating narcotics-related
offenses and those operating in an undercover capacity, with the former potentially experiencing
moral injury due to being involved in investigating offenses which are controversial in the public
forums (regarding drug legalization, reduction of penalties for non-violent offenses) along with
the common pressures and frustrations of police work (such as seeing individuals get lighter
sentences then they may feel are just, etc.) in addition to frustrations emanating from an
“inability to solve the problem” reinforced by repeatedly dealing with the same offenders who
may refuse (or are unable, due to addiction) to change their behavior (Moore & Eikenberry,
2021; Nally et al., 2014; Wilkinson et al., 2016; Walden 2019). Similarly, those who currently
operate in an undercover capacity also exhibited higher moral injury prevalence rates (20%),
perhaps due to the same reasons why those who had previous positions operating in undercover
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capacities exhibited higher degrees of moral injury than those who did not, such as the inherent
need for depersonalization and dishonesty along with a sense of isolation from the social support
systems which can reduce moral injury (Curran, 2021; Corpas, 2018, Kowalczyk and Sharps,
2017; Young, 2016). Additionally, with the elevated level of moral injury in those with the rank
of Sergeant (or equivalent) is worth noting was the rank with the second highest number of
respondents, second only to “Officers.” While “Officers” were the only Rank sub-population to
meet the desired sub-population sample size parameters the Prevalence Rates and differences
between “Officers” (15%) and “Sergeants” (20%) is worth noting. Such an elevated level, above
that of Officer (or equivalent), could result from being the Sergeant serving in a role which is the
mediator between agency administration and the street officers, bearing the burdens of both
groups and being impacted by both the “street level” exposure levels to traumatic events and the
challenges (sic stress) of an increased degree of supervisory responsibility, including having to
supervise or discipline those with whom they were previously equals, whereas those with the
rank of “Officer (or equivalent)” may exhibit such levels of moral injury due solely to their
degree of exposure to PMIEs (Pollock, 2011, p. 109; Shane, 2019; Serier, 2011; Bordua & Reiss,
1966; Wilson, 1989; Haberfeld, 2006; Crank & Caldero, 2000; Whisenand &Ferguson, 1973).
With regards to the two religious affiliation sub-populations, Buddhist and “Other,”
which exhibited elevated MIB Prevalence Rates, these two groups could be significantly
impacted by their small sample sizes, in the case of the former, and/or, alternatively, may exhibit
elevated levels of moral injury (as revealed by the results of the statistical analyses) and have
higher MIB Prevalence Rates due to more strict and stringent religious doctrines. These doctrinal
constraints (placed into visual form in Figure 20) viz a viz Schlabach (2012) or other religious
dogmas (such as time and financial commitments) may impact the ability to frame their law
enforcement experience, especially when coupled with the results of the MIB and MISS moral
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injury statistical tests previously described, which suggested those with Religious Affiliations of
“Other” scored highest on the CRS and highest on the MIB and MISS when compared to the
other religious affiliations further supporting the assertion that it is the religious doctrine that
may underly the moral injury especially when coupled with the post-hoc significance found on
moral injury on the overall MIB between those who indicated affiliation with “Other
(Mormon/LDS, etc.”) and “No Affiliation (Agnostic, Deist, etc.)” (Iannaccone, 1994; Anderson,
2016; Goodman, 2010; Merrill & Salazar, 2002; Grzymala-Busse, 2010).
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Figure 20
Doctrinal Constraints

Removed to comply with copyright
Adapted from Schlabach (2012)

Finally, with regards to those in Region 6, Region 8 and Region 11, the levels of Moral Injury
Prevalence of 29%, 21% and 21%, respectively, may be explained by several factors. Such
factors include a geographical closeness to the scenes of several of the more controversial police
shootings in the past few years (Minneapolis, M.N., Ferguson, M.O., Louisville, K.Y., etc.) and
being employed by a jurisdiction within states which saw an influx of police reform legislation,
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according to a search of the National Conference of State Legislatures online portal using several
search terms (Appendix L). An alternative explanation, or an additional reason for such
heightened prevalence levels in the aforementioned areas could be the relatively high numbers of
law enforcement officers killed in several of the identified states (when compared to those in
other regions), among other potential reasons. Perhaps most importantly the commonality
between these two proposed explanations is most integral. The first explanation, that of police
uses of force/protests/police reform legislation, likely emanates from a position of a lack of
mutual understanding (between the police and society) and from a societal distrust or a sense of
“wrong-doing” on behalf of the law enforcement officers who work in their communities (be it
related to use of force, diversity, certification requirements, etc.). However, both may, in turn,
negatively impact the moral psyche of a law enforcement officer, who may feel wronged himself
(due to generalizations in the media, a perceived lack of understanding of his job and the dangers
which come with it, etc.) or may perceive the reactions of the public and media as “unfair” or
counter to his “noble cause” of being proactive to reduce crime (Capellan et al., 2020; Deuchar et
al., 2019; Marier & Fridell, 2020; Nix & Wolfe, 2016). Additionally, the second, hinges upon the
previously discussed egregious violations of what is “right” which occurs when a law
enforcement officer is killed, which may be compounded by the sense of unity felt by most law
enforcement officers nationwide (National Law Enforcement Officers Memorial Foundation,
2022). A similar argument supporting the results found herein may also concern the elevated
Prevalence Rates found in those experiencing Bodily Injury, rates of 21% and 41% for those
experiencing “moderate injury” and “more than moderate, but less than serious bodily injury,”
respectively, which may also trigger a sense of “moral wrong” against the officer (and his
profession). It is also worth noting that those who experienced “Serious bodily injury” only had a
Prevalence Rate of 18%, which could further support the argument that physical/bodily injury
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violates an officer’s moral interpretation of what is “right” and “wrong.” Indeed, it is the most
serious instances of injury (“Serious Bodily Injury”) sustained by law enforcement officers
which commonly bring out the highest levels of community and department support, which may
reduce a sense of moral injury because of the sense of community support reinforced in the
aftermath of such events. Similarly, such serious injury likely brings with it extended periods of
reflection and, at least recently with the new emphasis on officer wellness, some sort of therapy
(be it physical therapy or otherwise) or period of time during which to “come to terms” with the
injury and mentally digest what occurred (Williams, 2016; Hultink, 2020; Copple et al., 2019).
Alternatively, considering the high Prevalence Rate of Moral Injury in those who have a history
of mental health/substance abuse treatment/counseling (30%), an argument could be made that
there is some form of predisposition to experiencing moral injury, which may make an individual
more likely to experience clinical mental health/substance abuse symptoms. If this were so, one
would think that the moral injury the individual experienced may have been addressed in said
counseling/therapy, leading to reduced rates of moral injury amongst this population. However,
such results suggest that the current clinical approaches to mental health/substance abuse are not
primed to address the moral injury that may be existent within the psyches of individuals
receiving such services, which supports research by Currier et al. (2021) Williamson et al.
(2021).
Finally, with regards to Prevalence Rates, one can attempt to extrapolate the Prevalence
Rate for the sample population and/or the Prevalence Rate for each sub-population onto the
greater American law enforcement population. Of course, while doing so, one must acknowledge
the sample size and generalizability issues inherent in a study such as this but, since it is
exploratory and first of its kind such liberty will be taken. Thus, proffering figures for the real
number of people and the chances of an individual falling into a sub-group and experiencing the
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level of moral injury found in the sub-group can make research of an exploratory nature more
real and person-centered, bringing focus to individuals who may be experiencing the moral
harms described herein and who may be suffering, albeit likely silently, thereby reinforcing the
need for such a study and for future research. For example, those currently serving in patrol
positions experience Moral Injury at a rate of 17%, which could impact over 68,000 law
enforcement officers assigned to patrol duties---the ones which interact with the public most
frequently, especially in the age of Community Policing, and who arguably are continuously
exposed to the highest number of PMIE and/or traumatic events (Hermann, 1997; Gerber et al.,
2011; Manning, 2007; Hawdon et al., 2003). Similarly, with respect to the entire American law
enforcement population, if the Prevalence Rates found herein are found to be generalizable with
further research, the projected impact of the Overall Prevalence Rate of 14.68% would
extrapolate to Moral Injury being present in approximately 110,150 of the 750,340 officers
nationwide and that is only based on those whose results indicated they were “positive” for
moral injury [based on the criteria in this study], although countless more may be impacted by it
in some way shape or form, be it identifiable or quantifiable yet, or not, based on current
assessment options.
Since there is no validated assessment instrument for moral injury specific to the law
enforcement population and the assessments used in the instant research were revised to make
them more applicable to said population, it is worth noting some of the individual item
Prevalence Rates (responses on the “positive side of ambivalence” or which indicated frequency
more than “Seldom”), so as to begin to expose commonalities in the population for future
research and inquiry. The top five items which had the highest item-level Prevalence/Frequency
Rates are found in Table 22 (with complete Question by Question Prevalence Rates presented in
the table found in Appendix M).
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Table 22
Question/Item Prevalence Rates
Question
I have seen/have been involved in/have responded to the death(s)
of an individual, including non-violent deaths such as
those occurring due to natural causes, etc., during my
service as a law enforcement officer.
Things I have seen/have experienced as a result of my law
enforcement service have left me feeling betrayed or letdown by legal/agency/political leaders.
I have experienced tragic calls, where someone was seriously
injured or killed, for service/situations/critical
incidents that were chaotic and beyond my control,
including being involved in an officer involved shooting
or other critical incident, hostage situation, responding to
a major motor vehicle accident with serious bodily injury
or death, etc.
I am troubled by having witnessed/responded to the immoral acts
of others.
Seeing so much death/violence/evil has changed me.

Prevalence Ratea

94.54%
77.30%

77.13%

66.21%
64.33%

a. Calculated based on number of responses which indicated level “on the positive
side of ambivalence” on the appropriate scale divided by total number of responses
to that question
As can be seen from the data contained in Table 22, some of the most frequent and common
experiences include seeing/responding to/being involved in deaths of others, feeling betrayed by
agency/political leaders, responding to tragic calls involving a critical incident, hostage situation,
or major motor vehicle accident where someone was seriously injured or killed, being troubled
by witnessing/responding to the immoral acts of others and a belief that seeing so much
death/violence has changed the respondent. These are mentioned in this section dedicated to
Prevalence because they speak to the frequency at which the respondents experience or feel them
and can be applied both to the greater law enforcement experience and to the emerging field of
research related to moral injury in law enforcement. One item of particular interest can be found
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in the difference in frequency to which officers respond to death of others, when compared to
responding to tragic calls (operationalized as chaotic situations out of the control of the officers
and those involving someone being seriously injured or killed, including officer involved
shootings, hostage situations, major motor vehicle accidents, etc.). The difference in the
frequency of the two items shows not only a high frequency of exposure to death, albeit it
natural, violent or otherwise suffered, but also reveals a surprisingly high, and simultaneously
worrisome, level of exposure to violence, death and/or serious bodily injury in situations in
which the officer felt the events were chaotic and out of his control (perhaps even bolstering the
call for officers nationwide to be equipped with better “first-line” medical training, such as that
offered by the Advanced Law Enforcement Rapid Response Center or the nationwide “Stop the
Bleed” campaign”). Simply, over two-thirds of American law enforcement officers have had
exposure to some event they deemed tragic where someone was seriously injured or killed,
which may indeed also account for the frequency at which respondents indicated the amount of
death/violence/evil they have seen during their careers has changed them. These items also shed
light on the relative frequency with which law enforcement officers encounter death, supporting
the assertions of previous observers of the law enforcement experience, with some describing it
as “death work” or a profession performed in the “zone of death” (Henry, 2004, p. vii;p. 28).
Furthermore, these findings, and the findings related to the statistically significant relationship
between current position and mental health/substance abuse history, are supported by those such
as Papazoglou and Chopko (2017), Stancel et al. (2019), Komarovskaya et al., (2011),
Papazoglou et al. (2020), McCormack and Riley (2016), and Griffin et al. (2019), among others,
who have all previously indicated the potential for moral injury or traumatic stress as a result of
law enforcement service, the premises of whom underly the very foundation of this research and
likely all law enforcement moral injury research going forth. Finally, and perhaps most
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importantly, three of the top six most “prevalent” or frequently occurring items were related to a
sense of betrayal of the law enforcement officer, be it by an agency or political leader, a oncetrusted fellow law enforcement officer or a once-trusted civilian, supporting one of the base
constructs of moral injury, as initially theorized by Shay (1991;1994;2002), and further
supported by the additional works of Jinkerson (2016), Haidt (2013), Farnsworth et al. (2017),
Bryan et al. (2016) on the conceptual basis of moral injury.
Moral Injury
With regards to moral injury, and the prevalence rates previously established, the results
of the present research begin to shed light upon several different characteristics of the American
law enforcement experience and are prime for presentation in light of the limited prior research
and/or in relation to prior research on similar topics. Most generally, the concept of “God
Syndrome,” which describes and innate drive of [most] law enforcement officers to respond to
all emergencies, save everyone, and help everyone, would seem to be supported by the levels of
moral injury previously mentioned, therefore also contributing to the general conversation of
moral injury in the law enforcement population. Similarly, the “God Syndrome” seems to set
every officer up for failure because, saving everyone from everything is humanly impossible
and, furthermore, attempting to do so [potentially recklessly] would only serve to put others,
including the officer himself, in danger. Additionally, as is a medical reality, some individuals
are beyond saving, but the officer may still ask “what if?”
One of the most distinct and statistically clear findings of the instant research was the role
of a history of Mental Health or Substance Abuse Treatment/Counseling on the degree of moral
injury exhibited. On every single one of the instruments used to assess moral injury (MIES,
MIQ, MISS and MIB), a history of mental health/substance abuse treatment/counseling was
found to be statistically significant in its relationship to moral injury scores (i.e. those with a
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history of mental health/substance abuse counseling/treatment had higher scores). Such a finding
is not surprising in that it reinforces the positions espoused by those such as Hall, Everson,
Billingsley and Miller (2021), Yan (2016) and Koenig et al. (2019) who all suggest an overlap
between moral injury and mental health/substance abuse issues. Such a clear set of findings, all
of which are aligned with one another and evolve from different assessment instruments,
presents a clearer picture of the important role of law enforcement officer mental health and
well-being, which has risen to the fore of modern police psychology and officer welfare
discussions.
Another clear theme which emerged was the fact that, in every single context, level of
bodily injury was positively correlated with moral injury (on the MISS, MIQ, MIES and MIB).
Such a consistent finding on all assessment instruments would seem to suggest a generalized
condition of “Bodily Injury=Moral Injury” (or vice versa, of course, without assigning causality).
Additionally, it is worth noting that there was also, across the board, positive moderate
correlations between years of service and level of bodily injury, which supports the proposition
that law enforcement is a dangerous profession, especially when combined with findings of this
study which suggest approximately 81% of law enforcement officers surveyed indicated that
experienced some degree of physical/bodily injury during their service (Janowitz, 1960;
Skolnick, 1966; Corpas, 2018; Kowalczyk & Sharps, 2017: Young, 2016). The positive
correlations between bodily injury and moral injury scores are not surprising, although the lack
of literature dedicated to moral injury and exploring the relationship between wounded veterans
and their non-wounded counterparts is slightly surprising and speaks to the dearth of prior
literature on moral injury at large. Similarly, when the research on a construct such as bodily
injury and moral injury is limited in a military context, it is even more limited, if not non-existent
in the context of law enforcement officers, further positioning the current research as a “first of
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its kind” analysis of multiple aspects of the law enforcement experience. Nonetheless the
positive correlation between moral injury levels and bodily injury align with both the general
prior research, specifically that establishing moral injury as a condition which can arise when
any of the following are present: moral conflicts, guilt, shame, spiritual/existential crisis,
demoralization and psychic anguish (Frankfurt & Frazier, 2016; Hodgson & Carey, 2017). Of
course, depending upon the level of injury experienced, and the degree of “moral wrong”
assigned to the experience of said injury, along with the sense of shame (at being injured) or guilt
(for surviving or some other reason) associated with the physically injurious situation and any
sense of spiritual/existential crisis, demoralization and/or psychic anguish may arise from such
physical injury. Similarly, an increase in levels of moral injury is theoretically and logically
supported by prior literature (however, it is only supported empirically based on the present
study results because no previous research could be found on differences in levels of moral
injury between those who sustained physical injury and those who did not or between varied
levels of physical injury experience in combat or other circumstances). Such mental crises or
distress could even be magnified if the injured law enforcement officer feels additional feelings
of being burdensome or feels a lack of belongingness (Kaplan et al., 2007; Rogers, KelliherRabon et al., 2017). Furthermore, being injured in the line of duty, especially seriously, would
almost certainly contradict a law enforcement officer’s sense of what is “right,” due in large part
to a belief of law enforcement officers that they are serving their communities and sacrificing for
the same, which speaks to the core or moral injury if a member of that community intentionally
(or even recklessly) injured them (Litz et al., 2009). With the previously discussed prevalence
levels of Moral Injury in the population examined, statements and propositions regarding the
existence of moral injury in the law enforcement population made by those such as Papazoglou
et al. (2019) and Koenig and Al Zaben (2021) are also supported. Such prevalence levels
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reinforce the fact that law enforcement officers are vulnerable to experiencing morally injurious
outcomes, especially depending upon their specific assignment or job function (Papazoglou et
al., 2020).
Indeed, the present research attempted to bring such differences in levels of moral injury
to light, and in some cases, such current or previous positions were found to be statistically
significant. For example, levels of moral injury in those who held a previous position operating
in an undercover capacity were found to be higher than those who did not hold such positions.
This difference is supported by previous research into the nature of undercover operations, which
involve in inherent sense and existence of self-depersonalization and dishonesty, along with, by
its very nature, causing potential issues in components of an individual’s personality and life
which could otherwise insulate him from moral injury or other mental health issues (Curran,
2021; Corpas, 2018, Kowalczyk and Sharps, 2017; Young, 2016). Furthermore, the findings
which suggest those who have not held previous positions in an administrative role, which can
comprise a position in an evidence management, upper-level command staff, records
management, etc., have higher levels of moral injury (on two of the four assessment instruments
presented in the instant research, including the cumulative MIB), could suggest that those who
are ”on the streets” are at greater risk for moral injury (likely due to increased primary exposure
to potentially morally injurious events or due to a lack of periods of reprieve from the stress of
“the streets” which may be provided by an administrative position). Such information makes
sense both logically, within the framework of police science, and is supported by previous
research into the experiences of officers, which suggests an identified cause of stress on officers
is “agency administration” and which is a stressor which would be non-existent if an individual
were part of the administration (Colwell et al., 2011; Stinchcomb, 2004). Conversely, and
surprisingly, considering prior research on police and the high levels of stress encountered by
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law enforcement officers assigned to patrol positions, a current position in a patrol position was
only found to be statistically significant on levels of moral injury determined by the MIQ, but not
the other three moral injury-related assessment instruments (MISS, MIES or the MIB).
Furthermore, the results of the MIQ component (but not the MISS, MIES or MIB) indicated
statistically significant differences in levels of moral injury (determined using the complete MIQ
data), between a variety of current positions including School Resource Officers and Crimes
Against Persons investigators, School Resource Officers and those assigned to SWAT/Hostage
Negotiations Teams, Administration and Crimes Against Persons investigators, with the latter in
each of the aforementioned pairs having higher scores on the MIQ (Further information can be
found in Table 21). The reasons for such differences could vary and warrant further exploration,
however, crimes against persons investigators are logically likely to encounter more scenes
involving violence and death, SWAT/Hostage Negotiation team members are more likely to be
involved in high-stress high-liability incidents including those involving violence and situations
where moral decisions may have to be made in an instant. On the other hand, the MIQ data
(which indicates those who held a previous position in patrol, which is arguably a majority of
law enforcement officers in America) also presents a view of the bigger picture which may be
present regarding moral injury and law enforcement in America, based on the typical standard of
most law enforcement agencies starting their newer officers (either after graduating the police
academy or even if newly hired with previous experience with another agency) in patrol. For
example, an law enforcement officer who was employed by one law enforcement agency for 10
years before moving to another agency, is most likely to be assigned to patrol for at least a period
of approximately two years, before being eligible for promotion or lateral movement, thereby
inserting their ten plus years of experience back into the “Patrol” current position (while also
keeping it in the “previous position-patrol” data category as well), even though they may have
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held other positions relatively recently at their previous agency. Thus, the results shown, and
indicated in Table 21 and the results of the statistical tests related to previous/former positions
held, may alternatively speak to a cumulative effect of moral injury compounded by current
position with the tally of moral injury increasing throughout a career (even if moving to another
position), which may explain why the MIQ scores of those who indicated current positions in
Patrol (many of whom would likely have lower seniority or years of service) were generally
lower than the other options. Alternatively considering the results of the statistical analyses of
the correlations between levels of moral injury and years of service, which resulted in
unequivocal findings, including two negative correlations, there may be evidence for a sort of
“moral reframing” or socialization which may occur at the beginning of an officers career,
changing his moral viewpoints, thereby leading to higher levels of moral injury experienced at
the beginning of an officer’s career. Such data simply adds to the debate between occupational
socialization or a predispositional police personality discussed in Rokeach et al (1971), TwerskyGlasner (2005) and Thomas (2011).
With regards to previous positions, the findings which indicate that a previous position as
an SRO, a narcotics investigator or a Crimes Against Persons investigator may lead to higher
scores of moral injury (according to the MIES, MIQ and MIQ only, respectively) are interesting,
yet, because of their singular indications of statistical significance, that is, because they were
only found to be statistically significant on one sub-component of the greater MIB, the results are
to be taken into consideration for further research but greater weight is placed in the post-hoc
tests of the MIB, which encompasses more data as a combined instrument and which indicates
additional, more specific relationships between current positions. While previous positions are
important, when considering the aforementioned common practice of police agencies to place
new members in patrol positions. Additionally, the role of the +RCOPE and CRS on the results
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of those who only “indicated” moral injury on one of the subcomponents, such as those with
previous positions as SROs, narcotics investigators of Crimes Against Persons investigators is
also worth noting and will be addressed in the Religious Coping/Religion section.
Findings of racial disparity in moral injury scores were found, but said results were not
statistically unequivocal or clear. For example, moral injury scores were higher for those who
selected “white/Caucasian” on the MIQ and MISS (than those who did not) at levels of
significance of p<.10 and on the MIB at levels of p<.05, where, to the same point, scores for
those who did not select “Black” were found to be higher on the same instruments, plus the
MISS at levels of p<.10 or p<.05. These two pairs of results essentially reinforce each other and
indicate that those who racially identify as white or Caucasian may have higher levels of moral
injury than their non-white counterparts. While this could be a result of sub-population sample
size (whereby, for example, the number of those who selected “white/Caucasian” outnumbered
those who did not over eight to one), it may also be contributable to the environment in which
law enforcement officers operate in the present day, which is one which is racially charged and,
one which typically, according to media report research, paints all white police officers as racists
or murderers despite other findings, which may lead to an increased sense of moral injury, as the
people who they swore an oath to protect, may have turned against them (Radebe, 2021; Jackson
et al., 2020; Shrikant & Sambaraju, 2021). Further, the findings related to race are supported by
other research, such as that completed by Kochel (2020) which suggests;
.black officers reported significantly fewer mental and emotional effects during the
[Ferguson] protests even while undergoing persistent harassment, fewer PTSD-like
symptoms after protest policing and a greater sense of self-legitimacy – black officers
were more confident than nonblack officers that the public respects their authority…..
Additionally, black officers were significantly less likely to struggle against problems
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with motivation, apprehension at using force, proactivity and enjoyment in their law
enforcement career – the Ferguson effect. (p. 22)
Such research would also seem to support the finding of greater degrees of moral injury in white
(sic non-Black) law enforcement officers. Such an explanation is also supported by the findings
of others who suggest police and community cooperation and mutual support leads to better
outcomes for both parties overall, as they relate to justice and well-being, while also speaking to
the factor the influence of tension between police and community-members after certain use of
force incidents (Brody et al., 2002; Gill et al., 2014; Reisig & Parks, 2004; Peyton et al., 2019;
Hoffman et al., 2021).
Finally, a surprising set of results emerged as well. Both military service history and
gender were not shown to produce statistically significant differences in moral injury scores on
the MIEs, MIQ, MISS or MIB, which contrasts with the findings of Jetelina et al. (2020), which
found that both gender differences and previous military service was related to increased mental
illness and mental health care use (for females and those with previous military service). If moral
injury is considered a form of mental illness, as the pushes to include it in future versions of the
DSM would suggest, the findings of the instant research and those of Jetelina et al. (2020) would
need to be reconciled.
Religious Coping
With regards to the concept of religious coping and religiosity amongst the American law
enforcement population, several results of the instant research are worth shining additional light
on. That being said, just like there is very limited empirical research into moral injury and
American law enforcement officers, there is also not a large volume of data or research regarding
religiosity or religious coping in said population. As such, just as when examining the results
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gathered as a part of this research, the results centered around religious coping and religiosity
and relevant previous research findings or theoretical propositions are presented herein.
First and foremost, there were several religion-focused components involved in the
present research endeavor. For example, the +RCOPE, -RCOPE and the CRS were all presented
in their entirety while they were also examined in relation to other variables. The +RCOPE and
the -RCOPE were both found to positively correlate with the results of the CRS (within all four
distinct data sets). This is not surprising considering the CRS gauges the role of religion and it
would logically follow that, as the salience of one’s religious beliefs or activities increases, the
mindset caused by such a centrality of religion would allow for behaviors on both the negative
spectrum and positive spectrum of forms of religious coping. Similarly, levels of moral injury
were found to be positively correlated with scores on the -RCOPE and negatively correlated with
scores on the +RCOPE (or, at most, with the +RCOPE having a correlation coefficient of less
than half of the -RCOPE as moral injury scores increased) indicates that there is a greater degree
of negative religious coping skills exhibited as levels of moral injury increase. Such findings
align with prior research related to religious coping and the positive impact of positive religious
coping and the negative impact of negative religious coping on mental health states (McIntosh,
Silver & Wortman , 1983; Francis et al., 2019: Olson et al., 2012; Park et al., 2018; Gerber et al.,
2011; Harris et al., 2011). While, of course, research of this type cannot determine causality, the
correlation between moral injury and greater degrees of negative religious coping is indicative of
either one of the two following conditions: 1) negative religious coping increases levels of moral
injury or 2) increasing levels of moral injury lead to increased use of negative religious coping
methods. Either of the two circumstances would be consistent with the general literature focused
on religious adherence and strength of religious adherence in crisis situations which indicates
that those undergoing stress or crisis seek meaning and religion can provide such a meaning, if it
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can help “to restore beliefs that the world is safe, predictable, fair, and controllable” (Park, 2005
p. 712; Dull & Skokan, 1995; Pargament, 1997; Pienaar et al., 2007). Of note is the conditions
under which religious coping has its most positive effects (where safety and predictability can be
established) and, most importantly the lack of such conditions in the American law enforcement
experience, especially with the ever-present threat of danger or ambush inherent in American
policing (Janowitz, 1960; Skolnick, 1966; Corpas, 2018; Kowalczyk & Sharps, 2017: Young,
2016). Similarly, as seen in the results of the present research, the CRS and +RCOPE results are
also more highly positively correlated that the CRS scores and -RCOPE scores, which suggest
that the centrality of religion pulls one’s religious coping strategies more strongly towards those
exhibited with a positive religious framework. This finding is supported by similar previous
research which examined positive religious coping and depressive symptoms and all of which
found a negative correlation between positive religious coping strategies and depressive
symptoms or a negative correlation between levels of religiosity/religious coping and suicidal
ideation (Ahles et al. 2016; Carleton et al. 2008; Hebert et al. 2009; Lee et al. 2014; Feder et al.
2013; Ramirez et al. 2012; Pienaar et al., 2007).
Another result worthy of discussion is that which was identified due to the positive
correlation between years of service and levels of both negative religious coping and positive
religious coping. Additionally, an increase in years of service is also correlated with an increase
in CRS scores. Of course, there could be many reasons for these three seemingly related or
intertwined correlations. One explanation could be as simple as the fact that, as officers become
more experienced (and older) and gain seniority, they are moved to what are considered “more
desirable” shifts, such as day shift or a shift with weekends off, thereby increasing their
availability for involvement in religious activities, all of which could also increase the centrality
of religion (Walleman, 2009; Meisenhelder, 2002, Pew Forum, 2014). Another opportunity for
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future research could also be further examining the statistically significant (at the p<.10 level or
lower) results of the relationship between rank and religious affiliation and moral injury
measures (MIB) wherein older, more experienced officers (i.e. those with more years of service)
scored clearly higher on measures of both positive and negative religious coping and the CRS
although a simple explanation could be because they have found effective ways and methods
(religious coping and religion at large) with their cumulative moral injury and moral distress.
Such an explanation also seems plausible when one considers the results of the statistical
analyses between years of service and moral injury measures, which were found to involve a
negative statistically significant correlation [between years of service and the respective moral
injury measure score] on two measures (MISS and MIB), positively so on another (MIQ) and not
statistically significant on another (MIES), clearly favoring statistically significant results two to
one (and including the cumulative MIB results). Further justification for such a theory explaining
religious coping and the centrality of religion in American law enforcement can also be found in
the statistically significant results of the Kruskal-Wallis Tests which examined scores on the
MIB, MISS and CRS and rank and religious affiliation.
Simply put, if one were to assign an increasing numerical value to each rank based on
their Mean Rank values on the MIB and MISS (both of which were found to be statistically
significant (p<.10)) the two ranks which would emerge as having the highest moral injury scores
(on the MISS and MIB) were that of Officer/Deputy/Patrolman (or equivalent) and Sergeant (or
equivalent) and those same ranks were found to have the lowest [Mean Rank] on the CRS scale.
Additionally, those assigned to Patrol have both the highest -RCOPE scores and the lowest
+RCOPE scores when compared to those assigned to other positions. These findings, when taken
together, support the assertion that scheduling issues (based on rank) and/or position (which
could also impact work schedules) could hinder the ability to be involved in religious
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activities/adherence, thereby increasing the likelihood of experiencing moral injury. It should be
noted, of course, that of all the ranks considered, Officer/Deputy/Patrolman (or equivalent) and
Sergeant (or equivalent) are also some of the most likely to be exposed to or confronted with
PMIEs in the course of their duties as (as opposed to having a higher rank, which typically
comes with less “street” time and more administrative/supervisory work) so their scores on
instruments such as the CRS, +RCOPE and -RCOPE may have to be equivalently correlated
with their level of exposure in order to legitimately begin to address the potentially high levels of
exposure experienced (Koski et al., 2018; King, 2003; Toch, 2002). Simultaneously, however, it
is exactly those most cemented into the nature of shiftwork (which higher, more
administratively-focused, ranks may not experience due to more “normal” shift hours, such as
Monday through Friday 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. or 8 a.m. to 4 p.m. with reduced likelihood for
unplanned overtime hours) which could also contribute to such low scores on the CRS
instrument and on the +RCOPE (due to difficulty attending religious services or otherwise
experiencing the fellowship component of religiosity).
Such reasoning is supported by research such as that conducted by Wnuk (2021), which
suggests that there is a correlation between religious attendance and positive religious coping and
age and religious attendance (Bengtson et al., 2015; Sherkat, 2010; Putnam & Campbell, 2010;
Wuthnow, 2007; Smidt, 2013; Levin & Taylor, 1997; Ingersoll-Dayton et al., 2002; Idler, 2006).
Additionally, within the religious coping/religiosity context, with regards to the religious
affiliation and moral injury (MISS and MIB) scores and the CRS results, it is worth noting that,
as one would expect, those who indicated they had “No Affiliation” to a specific religion scored
quite demonstrably lower (and to a degree of statistical significance of p<.001) on the CRS scale
and, consistent with other findings of the current research (including those related to the
relationship between CRS scores and moral injury scores), higher on the moral injury scales
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(MIB and MISS), supporting the assertion that religion may reduce mental health outcomes,
including moral injury. Similarly, further examination of the results associated with the +RCOPE
and -RCOPE also reveal that, similar to the logical findings associated with rank and current
position (which suggests that they are directly related to the ability to attend/engage in religious
practice), the findings related to statistically significant differences in both CRS and +RCOPE
scores between those who had previous positions, such as that of an SRO or an administrative
assignment, wherein such religious involvement may be easier and religion more centrally
positioned, because they would be more likely to work on days not typically associated with days
of worship. Additionally, those who indicated “No Affiliation” or “Other (i.e. Mormon/LDS,
etc.)” scored higher on both the MISS and MIB assessments, with the differences deemed
statistically significant between each group (most specifically “No Affiliation” and “Christian”
and “Catholic” on post-hoc tests as already presented in Table 16 and Table 20), which further
reinforces the argument for the impact of religion on moral injury. Additionally, based on the
MISS and MIB datasets, those who indicated “No Affiliation” had the lowest +RCOPE and RCOPE scores, which makes sense considering religious coping is likely not considered amongst
those with no religious affiliation.
Finally, as it relates to religious coping, the impact/effect of racial identity was evident in
both CRS and +RCOPE scores. Notably, in both sets of scores, those who identified as “Black”
scored higher than those who did not. These findings are supported by both the prior research of
Kochel (2020), related to lower levels of mental distress amongst black police officers, whereby
the higher degree of positive religious coping skills they exhibited on the +RCOPE (potentially
as a result of the CRS----both of which also repeatedly showed significant levels of positive
statistically significant correlation throughout the instant research) may have actively “erased” or
otherwise addressed potential problem areas. Such results which indicate African-Americans
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scored higher in the scale assessing the centrality of religion and positive religious coping, speak
not only to the positive role of religion on mental health outcomes, specifically in the AfricanAmerican population, but are also supported by prior research which suggests higher levels of
importance placed on religion [as a coping mechanism] in the African-American population, as
proffered by Park et al. (2018), Ellison and Taylor (1996), Taylor et al. (2003) and Chapman and
Steger (2010).
Question/Item Assessment
One of the items which is prime for discussion, especially considering the nature of the
American law enforcement population as one which is typically considered insulated and not
open to being dissected, nor has it been highly researched regarding religiosity and moral injury,
is the degree to which each question (on the current series of assessment instruments) were
answered. Of course, sometimes more may be discovered by what was not answered, especially
when compared to what questions a respondent was willing to answer, regardless of the degree
of internal grappling which may have occurred. Of course, the former may be considered more
difficult than the latter, thereby creating an easy environment in which an individual may make a
decision. For example, as the question of one’s gender, age or years of service is relatively
straightforward, others may have required a bit more cognitive inquest, potentially resulting in
some respondents “skipping” the question.” Therefore, an examination into the frequency at
which each question was answered, or at least general themes regarding the answering of
questions, is worth a preliminary inquiry. Due to the nature of such an inquiry the data for this
section is based off of the responses collected using four simple preliminary screening criteria
(answered both screening questions, acknowledge the Informed Consent and showed a
“Duration” time of 5 minutes or more), instead of the complete criteria used to analyze or assess
data related to the true variables examined as a part of the exploratory empirical inquiry. Such
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rudimentary screening criteria allows for the examination of the percent of respondents who
completed the assessment and those who did not (which an present an opportunity examine why
it was not completed based on what questions remained unanswered), yet required a form of
proactive effort to pass the screening and informed consent components. Complete details and
data regarding the completion of each question comprising the overall battery of questions for
this research can be found in Appendix O. While the relevance and interest in each of the major
research question of this research has been the general organizational basis of each section of this
dissertation, the section that follows regarding question/item completion is organized based on
the following constraints: Demographic/Job-related Questions, Moral Injury Questions (divided
into MIQ, MISS, MIES and MIB subgroups) and Religiosity Questions (comprising CRS and
+RCOPE and -RCOPE data) and will be presented in three separate tables (all found in
Appendix N). While the data found within the aforementioned trio of tables presents the most
complete sense of what questions were skipped, it does not proffer any form of discussion
regarding why those questions were skipped.
As such, a broad, general discussion of the Question Completeness data is presented.
First, each question was assigned a “Degree of Comfort,” by dividing the number of individuals
who answered the question by the total number of respondents who competed the
aforementioned four screening questions. Subsequently, with regards to the Demographic and
Job-related Questions, the average Degree of Comfort (overall per question “Degree of Comfort”
divided by the number of questions within the subsection) was approximately 98.9%, indicating
an overwhelming number of respondents did not skip any of the questions contained within said
subsection (further supporting the assertion that these questions are easy and should be placed at
the beginning of survey/assessment type instruments to get respondents into a “flow”)
(Drummond et al., 2008; Teclaw et al., 2012; Golivich et al., 2006; Hughes et al.,, 2016).
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Furthermore, somewhat surprisingly, “Age” was the least answered question, potentially due to
it’s perceived ability to be used by others to identify a respondent, a situation which, even if
anonymity/confidentiality are promised (as were in this case), is nonetheless a fear, especially
within the law enforcement population (Nix et al., 2019 p. 538).
With regards to the Moral Injury Questions, the average Degree of Comfort was 94.53%,
with the only question having a Degree of Comfort below 90% being that which required the
respondent to admit some degree of shame (for failing to protect or failing to save the life of
someone during their service in law enforcement). This question specifically could also have
been avoided over fears of potential liability---even if only internalized within the respondent
due to perceived liability (civil, criminal or moral) or could be due to a lack of instances
presented within their career where they could have saved or actively protected someone.
Additionally, such a question confronts the concept of “shame,” which has been shown to have a
negative social connotation as an assigning of weakness, and is commonly framed in American
society as an emotion which must be repressed or avoided, which may also explain the literal
avoidance of the question (Boiger et al., 2013; Marsella et al., 1974).
As far as the Religiosity Questions, the average Degree of Comfort was 92%, which,
while lower than both the Demographic/Job-related Questions and the Moral Injury Questions,
still is a desirable rate of comfort with each question, with respondents answering each question
over 90% of the time. Overall, considering the Degrees of Comfort, especially on the Moral
Injury Question and Religiosity Questions, both of which have the potential to elicit emotions
and or confront topics which one may feel are intimate or sensitive, the effort put forth by the
respondents, despite a potentially slight degree of survey fatigue (due to the number of questions
and a visible decrease in average item by item response rates) reveals an investment by the
respondents in the survey material.
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Implications
In summary, the implications of this study, especially considered in light of its
exploratory and first of its kind nature, could truly be endless. While there are most certainly
limitations, even the most basic of theories or concepts had to start from bare data somewhere.
Granted, there are, nonetheless, several palpable and specific implications that this work can
have upon the mental health/counseling/chaplaincy fields, with emphasized applicability to those
who work with American law enforcement officers. First, and perhaps most importantly, the
research adds to the body of literature which suggests that moral injury is present in the law
enforcement population. Further, moral injury is more likely to occur in a variety of different
sub-populations which, when combined, comprise the greater “thin blue line” in American
policing. Indeed, another pertinent implication is this research lends support to the proposition
that moral injury leads to, and/or is at least congruent or, as suggested by Barnes et al. (2019),
coexists with, PTSD (and/or other mental health issues such as depression, anxiety, etc.) (Koenig
& Al Zaben, 2021). Another implication of the findings of this research is that there will be a
plethora of new data and information which can be injected into the counseling/mental
health/chaplaincy literature ensuring and promoting the development and availability of
additional mental health/counseling resources for American law enforcement officers. Likewise,
with the potential impact of moral injury on American law enforcement officers in mind, the
development of preventative measures, such as people-focused leadership, organizational
cultures of wellness and intentional attempts to minimize betrayal-focused PMIEs can begin to
be emphasized and fostered whilst the development of moral skills in the training environment
and career-focused assessments and tests can be supported (e.g. Papazoglou et al., 2020;
Blumberg et al., 2019; Coady et al., 2021). Additionally, the moral injury treatment modalities,
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both secular and religious/spiritual, identified by Koenig and Al Zaben (2021) can hopefully be
modified based on the findings of the instant research.
Clinically, a framework for a better understanding of moral injury within the law
enforcement population should be established and can also be applied for those whose area of
specialization cover the experiences of American law enforcement officers, including agency
psychologists or those serving in post-critical incident response roles. Similarly,
chaplains/religious leaders can also take the findings of this research and apply it to their
functions and interactions with law enforcement officers they may encounter, intentionally
fostering an environment of positive religious coping in law enforcement officers and better
understanding the restrictions upon religious involvement which may specifically effect the law
enforcement officer’s spiritual journey or their own theology, however warped by the
wickedness of the world it may be. Finally, research such as this, which brought together
morality and religion, specifically within the American law enforcement environment, could also
serve as a catalyst for clinicians and chaplains to come together and collaborate towards
strategies to address moral and existential questions raised by PMIEs encountered as a part of
law enforcement service Simply put, laying the foundation is merely the first step, and since
moral injury has been shown to exist, it should be confronted from all fronts possible--counseling/clinical, theological and organizational, while the body of literature concerning it
grows.
Limitations
The limitations of the instant study are consistent with those of exploratory research on
any topic. Additionally, several other factors may arise as limitations, specifically to internal
validity, related to examining moral injury in the law enforcement population specifically. For
example, the demographic distribution (regions) of respondents was significantly skewed
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towards areas in and around the state of Texas, which could produce a form of unintentional
sample bias. Additionally, a type of personal bias may have confounded the development and/or
execution of the instant study, due to the researchers employment as a law enforcement officer
himself (although attempts were made to control for such influence by using independent thirdparty evaluation of the normality of the data, etc.). Furthermore, a lack of previous studies in
research area, along with a lack of a reliable/validated, population-specific survey instrument
(specifically designed to assess moral injury in the law enforcement population) also could
threaten internal validity. Similarly, accessibility to respondents, members of American law
enforcement, who may also be “data-cynical,” and are commonly referred to as an “insulated”
population could also be considered a threat to internal validity. On a similar note, respondents
may have been scared of admitting potential mental health/substance abuse issues or admitting
“injury” due to a high sense of machismo and the social stigmas associated with such
“conditions” especially within the para-military law enforcement population, along with
underlying fears of identification/breach of anonymity which may have allowed them to be
identified and potentially confronted by their department administration. Finally, a small sample
size and an inability to account for combined law enforcement experiences and an inherently
subjective evaluation of PMIE .v. MI also could contribute to internal validity issues. Regarding
external validity issues, as previously mentioned, due to a variety of factors, including similar
training experiences, similar call types experienced nationwide, a relatively homogenous
population demographic (specifically gender and age related), the threats to external validity are
theoretically, and, indeed, appear to be, significantly lower than the threats to internal validity.
Furthermore, statistically speaking, the overall p value of 0.05 “allows” for approximately five
instances of Type I error [per 100 tests], which, considering the total number of statistical
analyses conducted (approximately 247), could have resulted in approximately 12 (p=.05) to 24
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(p=.10) occurrences of Type I error, however due to the exploratory nature of the research, along
with the relatively homogenous population (which would lead to reduced concerns regarding
generalizability), such level of acceptable risk was deemed acceptable. Nonetheless, having
found approximately 124 statistically significant results, a significant majority of which were at
or below p=0.05, if 10 (or even 20, ) of them were indeed “false,” the existence of more than 100
statistically significant results would still remain, upholding a majority of the research findings
regardless of the multiple comparison/analysis strategy. Additionally, for example, this issue can
be considered minimized in individual statistical tests, such as the Spearman’s r results,
considering that, out of the sixty-six correlation analyses performed, sixty-three were found to be
statistically significant below the level of P=.10, sixty-one were found to be statistically
significant below the level of p=.05 whilst forty-six were found to be statistically significant at a
level of p<.001. Furthermore, forty-three were found to be statistically significant at levels even
below the adjusted (test-wise) p-value according to a simple Bonferroni adjustment (p=.05/15
tests=.003). Thus, almost 72% of the Spearman tests are to be considered statistically acceptable
(especially when considered in conjunction with the Pearson’s r Correlations presented for the
same variable pairings), reducing the potential for Type I error, which, on its face, appears quite
high, due to the number of tests performed. However, the exploratory intent of this research also
allowed for novel hypotheses to be developed/proffered based on values of p< .10, which could
lead to an inflated allowance for Type I error, but this level is nonetheless considered acceptable
for exploratory research per extant academic literature (Gaus et al., 2015; Warner, 2013, p. 89;
Schumm et al., 2013). Additionally, another component of the instant research which may have
impacted the results or created limitations upon the data or indeterminable confounding of
variables or calculations was the difference in design of the MIES, MIQ and MISS, and then the
nature of the interaction between the three and their expression on the MIB. For example, each

211
instrument was designed to be used independently, however, when used in conjunction with each
other, as expressed in the MIB, the scores on the individual assessment instrument may not be
accurately captured when combined, even though the results of the MIB and each of the other
assessment instruments (MIES, MISS and MIQ) were all found to be positively correlated with
each other at a significance level of P<.001 ,with correlation coefficients all over .649,
potentially indicating a sense of statistical alignment of results and a reduced potential for
interactions which may have skewed the greater results (See Table 23).
Table 23
Assessment Instrument Correlations

Spearman's
rho

MIES

MIES
--

MIQ

MISS

Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
.
N
586
MIQ
Correlation
.467**
-Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
<.001
.
N
586
586
**
MISS
Correlation
.264
.254**
-Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
<.001
<.001
.
N
586
586
586
**
**
MIB
Correlation
.687
.707
.649**
Score
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
<.001
<.001
<.001
N
586
586
586
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level or lower as indicated (2-tailed).

MIB
Score

--

Recommendations For Future Research
With the current exploratory nature of the instant study in mind (and the prevalence rate
established by this research), there are several recommendations for future research, including

.
586
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those focused on alternative assessment instruments, prevention, etc. Additionally, with future
research into the relationships examined herein, perhaps the focus can become more direct,
examining specific conditions which have been correlated to higher levels of Moral Injury in this
research and that of others. Additionally, the use of alternative assessment instruments, such as
the newly developed Moral Injury Outcome Scale (Litz et al., 2021), which focuses on Moral
Injury as an outcome, as opposed to an experience, could be implemented, and could be used to
further examine the variables examined in the instant study. However, the Moral Injury Outcome
Scale (Litz et al., 2021) and the other instruments currently available, have not been validated for
the law enforcement population specifically, which is highly recommended, so as to ensure
appropriate and reliable examination of the construct of moral injury in a population which is
exposed to such a high level of critical incidents and/or Potentially Morally Injurious Events and
which is uniquely positioned for high rates of exposure to PMIEs and has a unique sub-culture
built upon camaraderie, brotherhood and honor/integrity, yet steeped with cynicism and a sense
of isolation, among other characteristics. Such research could also help to more firmly establish a
viable and empirical prevalence rate for the existence of moral injury, beyond the capacity or
capability of an exploratory inquiry such as this research. Of course, such a prevalence rate may
be higher or lower than that found in the instant research but, with additional research a more
viable and reliable measure may emerge. Even so, the rates found in the instant research mean in
every department of 15 officers or more, at least two officers are experiencing moral injury to
some degree, without accounting for the relationships between other variables which may
increase that rate. Additionally, with future research focused on moral injury in the American
law enforcement population, research into methods by which the degree of moral injury a law
enforcement officer experiences could be lessened (through counseling modalities,
religious/spiritual coping mechanisms, effective preventative measures, an examination of the
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law enforcement cultural dynamics, etc.) would also be appropriate and highly recommended.
Further examination of variables not examined as part of the instant research could also present
prime opportunities to better examine and begin to describe the nature and extent of moral injury
in the American law enforcement population and begin to identify and develop viable strategies
to address it and/or insulate officers from it.
Conclusion
While the body of literature related to moral injury and American law enforcement
population is still quite limited, the instant study has served to move towards filling the gap in
the literature. In addition to presenting an extensive theoretical and conceptual framework,
including proffering a Moral Injury Threat Taxonomy, which has not previously been presented,
the instant research has presented a variety of empirical knowledge, including establishing
Prevalence Rates for Moral Injury within the American law enforcement population, along with
identifying correlations and relationships between levels of moral injury, religious coping and
job-related and demographic variables within said population. While the research performed was
indeed preliminary and exploratory in nature, it nonetheless serves to lay a foundation for future
research on the subject. Furthermore, the many implications for the counseling and law
enforcement psychology fields are undoubtedly positive contributions which will likely allow for
a framing of the American law enforcement experience within the context of moral injury and
while also presenting a variety of job-related and demographic variables that may present higher
risks for moral injury, which is indeed, a wound of the soul.
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Appendix A
Informed Consent Form
Title of the Project: Wounds of the Soul: Moral Injury and Religious Coping in American Law
Enforcement
Principal Investigator: Boston Ross, Liberty University
Dissertation Chairman/Faculty Sponsor: Michael Takacs, PhD, Liberty University
Invitation to be Part of a Research Study
You are invited to participate in a research study. In order to participate, you must be a sworn
law enforcement officer in the United States of American (or one of its possessions or
territories), or retired/honorably separated from such a position.
Taking part in this research project is voluntary.
Please take time to read this entire form and ask questions before deciding whether to take part in
this research project.
What is the study about and why is it being done?
The purpose of this study is to examine the existence of moral injury in the American law
enforcement population, along with the nature of the existence of moral injury in the American
population as it may be related to demographic/job-related variables such as years of service,
specialized position, etc. Additionally, the purpose of this study is to examine religious coping as
a potential coping mechanism by which the effects of moral injury may be countered.
What will happen if you take part in this study?
If you agree to be in this study, I would ask you to do the following things:
1: Participants will be asked to complete a series of questions, including questions
adapted from several different validated assessment instruments related to moral injury,
religiosity and religious coping, along with demographic/job-related questions. The total
number of questions to be completed is approximately 57 items, which should take the
respondent between 15-30 minutes, depending on the degree of thought/reflection
required on each item.
How could you or others benefit from this study?
Participants should not expect to receive a direct benefit from taking part in this study.
Benefits to society include the development and exploration of moral injury within the American
law enforcement population, which may benefit those fellow officers suffering from moral
injury, along with PTSD and other mental health psychological distress which have shown to be
associated with moral injury and law enforcement service. Additionally, those involved in
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research involving the law enforcement subculture, police psychology, along with those involved
in counseling, chaplaincy and other fields may also benefit.
What risks might you experience from being in this study?
The risks involved in this study are minimal, which means they are equal to the risks you
would encounter in everyday life.
Despite the minimal risk, due to the environment in which law enforcement officers work
and the potential for some of the questions to potentially cause mild psychological/distress,
please know the following resources are available;
COPLINE
1-800-COPLINE
(available 24/7/365, staffed by retired officers specially trained as Active Peer Listeners)
SAFE CALL NOW
206-459-3020
(available 24/7/365, staffed by mostly active/former first responders)
How will personal information be protected?
The records of this study will be kept private.
•
•

Participant responses will be anonymous and no personally identifiable information (such
as name, date of birth, email address, etc. will be collected)
Data will be stored on a password-locked computer and may be used in future
presentations. After three years, all electronic records will be deleted.

Is study participation voluntary?
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether to participate will not affect your
current or future relations with Liberty University. If you decide to participate, you are free to
not answer any question or withdraw at any time prior to submitting the survey, without affecting
those relationships.
What should you do if you decide to withdraw from the study?
If you choose to withdraw from the study, please exit the survey and close your internet browser.
Your responses will not be recorded or included in the study.
Whom do you contact if you have questions or concerns about the study?
The researcher conducting this study is Boston Ross. You may ask any questions you have now.
If you have questions later, you are encouraged to contact him at: bross13@liberty.edu.
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You may also contact the researcher’s dissertation chairman/faculty sponsor, Dr. Michael
Takacs, at: mstakacs@liberty.edu
Whom do you contact if you have questions about your rights as a research participant?
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone
other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the Institutional Review Board, 1971
University Blvd., Green Hall Ste. 2845, Lynchburg, VA 24515 or email at: irb@liberty.edu
Your Consent
Before agreeing to be part of the research, please be sure that you understand what the study is
about. You can print a copy of the document for your records. If you have any questions about
the study later, you can contact the researcher/study team using the information provided above.
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Appendix B
Moral Injury Battery Composition Summary and Items
Composition Summary
QUESTION NUMBER
Question 1
Question 2
Question 3
Question 4
Question 5
Question 6
Question 7
Question 8
Question 9
Question 10
Question 11
Question 12
Question 13
Question 14
Question 15
Question 16
Question 17
Question 18
Question 19
Question 20
Question 21
Question 22
Question 23
Question 24
Question 25

SCALE
1-4
1-4
1-6
1-4
1-4
1-4
1-4
1-4
1-10
1-4
1-4
1-4
1-4
1-4
1-4
1-4
1-6
1-6
1-6
1-6
1-4
1-10
1-10
1-10
1-10

EXISTING INSTRUMENT
(MIQ)
(MIQ)
(MIES/MISS)
(MIQ)
(MIQ)
(MIQ)
(MIQ)
(MIQ/MISS)
(MISS)
(MIQ)
(MIQ)
(MIQ)
(MIQ)
(MIQ)
(MIQ)
(MIQ)
(MIES)
(MIES)
(MIES)
(MIES)
(MIQ)
(MISS)
(MISS)
(MISS)
(MISS)

MIQ-based Items-15 items x 4 (point scale) = 60 (points possible)
MIES-based Items- 5 items x 6 (point scale) = 30 (points possible)
MISS-based Items-5 items x 10 (point scale) = 50 (points possible)

257
Moral Injury Battery Items (as presented)
(1) Things I have seen saw/have experienced as a result of my law enforcement service have
left me feeling betrayed or let-down by legal/agency/political leaders.
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(2) I have done things during my service as a law enforcement officer that betrayed my
personal values/morals.
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(3) I am troubled by having acted in ways that violated my own morals or values.
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

1

2

Slightly Agree

3

Slightly Disagree

4

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

5

6

(4) There have been times during my service as a law enforcement officer that I have
seen/have engaged in acts of revenge/retribution for things that happened (to me or
others).
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(5) I have had an encounter(s) with suspects/civilians (especially those who were engaged in
acts of violence) that made him/her seem more ‘human’ and made my job more difficult
(i.e. a battered woman who, severely injures/kills her abuser, although her actions are not
legally justified, etc.).
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(6) I have seen/have been involved in violations of rules relating to the treatment of
civilians/suspects/arrestees (i.e. reasonable use of force, protection of Constitutional
rights, etc.).
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often
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(7) I have seen/have been involved in/have responded to the death(s) of an individual
(including non-violent deaths, such as those occurring due to natural causes, etc.) during
my service as a law enforcement officer.
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(8) I have felt guilt over failing to protect/save the life of someone during my service
as a law enforcement officer.
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(9) I have felt ashamed about what I did or did not do during this time.*
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

1

2

4

6

3

5

7

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

8

9

10

(10) I have had to make decisions during my service as a law enforcement officer at times
when I didn’t know the right thing to.
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(11) I have felt guilt for surviving when others have not.
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(12) I have seen/have been involved in/have responded to the death(s) of children.
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(13) I have experienced tragic (where someone was seriously injured or killed) calls for
service/situations/critical incidents that were chaotic and beyond my control (including
being involved in an officer involved shooting or other critical incident, hostage
situation, responding to a major motor vehicle accident with serious bodily injury or
death, etc.).
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often
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(14) I have seen/have been involved in a ‘friendly-ﬁre’ (“blue on blue”) incident (where
another officer was killed, injured, or could have been killed or injured).
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(15) Seeing so much death/violence/evil has changed me.
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(16) I have made mistakes in the performance of my duties as a law enforcement officer that
led to injury or death.
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(17) I am troubled by having witnessed/responded to the immoral acts of others.
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

(18) I have violated my own morals by failing to do something that I felt I should have done.
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

(19) I am troubled because I have violated my morals by failing to do something that I felt I
should have done.
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

(20) I have felt betrayed by fellow law enforcement officers who I once trusted.
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

(21) I have felt betrayed or let-down by trusted civilians during my service as a law
enforcement officer.
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often
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(22) Most people are trustworthy.*
Strongly Agree

1

2

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

3

5

7

4

6

8

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

9

10

(23) I have a good sense of what makes my life meaningful.*
Strongly Agree

1

2

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

3

5

7

4

6

8

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

9

10

(24) I have forgiven myself for has happened to me or others while serving as a sworn law
enforcement officer*
Strongly Agree

1

2

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

3

5

7

4

6

8

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

9

10

(25) Compared to when you first went into the law enforcement profession has your
religious faith since then... Weakened or Strengthened?*
Significantly Weakened
1

2

3

(No Change)
4

5

* indicates question was reverse scored

6

(Significantly Strengthened)
7

8

9

10
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Appendix C
Moral Injury Events Scale (MIES)
(1) I have seen (saw) things that were morally wrong (**Dropped due to other questions
confronting similar topic**)
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

1
2
3
4
5
(2) I am troubled by having witnessed/responded to others’ immoral acts
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

1
2
3
4
(3) I have acted in ways that violated my own moral code or values
Strongly Agree

1

Moderately Agree

2

Slightly Agree

3

Slightly Disagree

4

6

5

6

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

5

6

(4) I am troubled by having acted in ways that violated my own morals or values
Strongly Agree

1

Moderately Agree

2

Slightly Agree

3

Slightly Disagree

4

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

5

6

(5) I have violated my own morals by failing to do something that I felt I should have done
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

1
2
3
4
5
6
(6) I am troubled because I have violated my morals by failing to do something that I felt I
should have done
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

1
2
3
4
5
(7) I have felt (feel) betrayed by leaders/supervisors who I once trusted
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

6

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

1
2
3
4
5
6
(8) I have felt (feel) betrayed by fellow law enforcement officers (service members) who I
once trusted
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

1
2
3
4
5
6
(9) I have felt (feel) betrayed by others outside of law enforcement (the U.S. military) who I
once trusted
Strongly Agree

1

Moderately Agree

2

Slightly Agree

3

Slightly Disagree

4

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

5

6

Notes:
o strikethrough indicates original text
o italics indicate population-specific revisions
o permission for revision granted by author of instrument
o No items reverse scored
o Even number of options presented to eliminate ambivalent scoring
Original Source: Nash, W., Carper, T., Mills, M., Au, T., Goldsmith, A. & Litz, B. T., (2013).
Psychometric evaluation of the moral injury events scale. Military Medicine, 178(6), 646-52.
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Appendix D
Moral Injury Questionnaire (MIQ)
(1) Things I have seen saw/have experienced as a result of my law enforcement service (in
the war) have left me feeling betrayed or let-down by (military)legal/agency/political
leaders
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(2) I have done (did) things during my service as a law enforcement officer (in the war) that
betrayed my personal values
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(3) There have been (were) times during my service as a law enforcement officer (in the war)
that I have seen (saw)/have engaged in acts of revenge/retribution for things that
happened (to me or others)
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(4) I have had an encounter(s) with (the) suspects/civilians (especially those who were
engaged in acts of violence) (enemy) that made him/her seem more ‘human’ and made
my job more difficult
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(5) I have seen (saw)/have been (was) involved in violations of rules relating to the treatment
of civilians/suspects/arrestees (i.e. reasonable use of force, protection of Constitutional
rights, etc.) (of engagement)
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(6) I have seen (saw)/have been (was) involved in the death(s) of an innocent individual
during my service as a law enforcement officer (in the war)
1 = Never

(7)

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

I have felt (feel) guilt over failing to protect/save the life of someone during my service
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as a law enforcement officer (in the war)
1 = Never

(8)

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

I have had to make decisions during my service as a law enforcement officer (in the
war) at times when I didn’t know the right thing to
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(9) I have felt (feel) guilt for surviving when others have not (didn’t)
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(10) I have seen (saw)/have been (was) involved in violence that was out of proportion to
the event (**Dropped due to lack of empirical basis of officer using excessive force,
lack of connection between rage/intentional infliction of violence and moral injury in
the literature and inherent lack of proportionality occurring in most police responses--i.e. every domestic violence or shooting call would cause a respondent to indicate an
answer other than never, thereby skewing potential results**)
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(11) I have seen (saw)/have been (was) involved in the death(s) of children
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(12) I have experienced tragic calls for service/situations/critical incidents (war-zone
events) that were chaotic and beyond my control
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(13) I have (sometimes) treated civilians/suspects/arrestees more harshly than was necessary
(**Dropped due to other question addressing similar topic, more broadly**)
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(14) I have felt betrayed or let-down by trusted civilians during my service as a law
enforcement officer (the war)
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1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(15) I have seen (saw)/have been (was) involved in a ‘friendly-ﬁre’ incident
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(16) I have destroyed civilian/suspect/arrestee property unnecessarily during my service as a
law enforcement officer (the war) (**Dropped due to lack of likelihood of responses
due to perception of criminal/civil liability if anonymity/confidentiality were breached
and due to lack of relevance to instant study topics**)
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(17) Seeing so much death/violence/evil has changed me
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(18) I have made mistakes in the performance of my duties as a law enforcement officer
(war zone) that led to injury or death
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

(19) I have come (came) to realize during my service as a law enforcement officer (the war)
that I enjoy(ed) violence (**Dropped due to sensitivity of question and lack of
likelihood of responses due to perception of criminal/civil liability if
anonymity/confidentiality were breached**)
1 = Never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Often

Notes:
o strikethrough indicates original text
o italics indicate population-specific revisions
o permission for revision granted by author of instrument
o No items reverse scored
Original Source: Currier, J., Holland, J., Drescher, K., & Foy, D. (2015). Initial psychometric
evaluation of the Moral Injury Questionnaire--Military version. Clinical Psychology &
Psychotherapy., 22(1), 54–63
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Appendix E
Moral Injury Symptom Scale (MISS)
1. I have felt (feel) betrayed by leaders/supervisors who I once trusted.
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
2. I have felt (feel) guilt over failing to save the life of someone while serving as a sworn law
enforcement officer (in war).
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
3. I have felt (feel) ashamed about what I did or did not do during this time.
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

10

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
4. I have felt (am) troubled by having acted in ways that violated my own morals or values.
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

1
2
3
5. Most people are trustworthy.*
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

4

6

5

Slightly Agree

7

8

Slightly Disagree

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
6. I have a good sense of what makes my life meaningful.*
Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

10

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

8

Slightly Disagree

9
9

10

Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
7. I have forgiven myself for what happened to me or others during while serving as a sworn law
enforcement officer (combat).*
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
8. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. (**Dropped due to similar questions
addressing similar topic**)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
9. I have wondered what I did for God to punish me. (**Dropped due to inclusion in RCOPE
assessment instrument portion**)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
10. Compared to when you first went into the law enforcement profession (military) has your
religious faith since then... Weakened or Strengthened?*
1 (Significantly Weakened)

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10 (Significantly Strengthened)

Notes:
o strikethrough indicates original text
o italics indicate population-specific revisions
o permission for revision granted by author of instrument
o * indicates item is reverse scored
Original Source: Koenig, H. G., Ames, D., Youssef, N. A., Oliver, J. P., Volk, F., Teng, E. J.,
Haynes, K., Erickson, Z. D., Arnold, I., O’Garo, K., & Pearce, M. (2018b). The Moral Injury
Symptom Scale-Military Version. Journal of Religion and Health, 57(1), 249-265.
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Appendix F
Centrality of Religiosity Scale (CRS)
Removed to comply with copyright.
Original Source: Huber, S., & Huber, O. W. (2012). The Centrality of Religiosity Scale
(CRS). Religions, 3(3), 710-724.
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Appendix G
Brief RCOPE (+RCOPE and -RCOPE)
1) I have looked for a stronger connection with my god (+)
1 = Not at all; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = A great deal
2) I have sought my god’s love and care. (+)
1 = Not at all; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = A great deal
3) I have sought help from my god in letting go of my anger. (+)
1 = Not at all; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = A great deal
4) I have tried to put my plans into action together with my god. (+)
1 = Not at all; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = A great deal
5) I have tried to see how my god might be trying to strengthen me in this situation. (+)
1 = Not at all; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = A great deal
6) I have asked forgiveness of my sins/transgressions. (+)
1 = Not at all; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = A great deal
7) I have focused on religion to stop worrying about my problems. (+)
1 = Not at all; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = A great deal
8) I have wondered whether my god had abandoned me. (-)
1 = Not at all; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = A great deal
9) I have felt punished by my god for my lack of devotion. (-)
1 = Not at all; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = A great deal
10) I have wondered what I did for my god to punish me. (-)
1 = Not at all; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = A great deal
11) I have questioned my god’s love for me. (-)
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1 = Not at all; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = A great deal
12) I have wondered whether my church/religious social group had abandoned me. (-)
1 = Not at all; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = A great deal
13) I have decided the devil (or similar/equivalent entity) made this happen. (-)
1 = Not at all; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = A great deal
14) I have questioned the power of my god. (-)
1 = Not at all; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = A great deal

Notes:
•

The instrument was modified slightly to include “my” before any references to
God, in an attempt to broaden the construct and allow for those outside of the
Christian tradition to respond as accurately as possible without having to
determine to which God they are referencing

•

+ indicates item used as part of +RCOPE scoring

•

indicates item used as part of – RCOPE scoring

Original Source: Pargament, K., Feuille, M., & Burdzy, D. (2011). The Brief RCOPE: Current
psychometric status of a short measure of religious coping. Religions, 2, 51-76.
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Appendix H
Screening, Demographic and Job-related Questions
Screening 1: I am currently employed as a sworn law enforcement officer in a jurisdiction in the
United States of America, or a territory or possession of the same, or I am honorably retired from
such a position. (answer must have been “Yes” to proceed”)
Screening 2: In my current position, I have the authority to enforce the law, including making an
arrest and the use of force, if necessary, or I am honorably retired from a position where I had
such authority. (answer must have been “yes” to proceed)
1. What is your Sex/Gender?
a. Male
b. Female
2. Of the choices below, which Race(s) do you identify with? (Select all that apply)
a. White
b. Black
c. Asian/Pacific Islander
d. American Indian/Native Alaskan
e. Multi-Racial
f. Other
3. Are you of Hispanic/Latino/Spanish origin (ethnicity)?
a. Yes, of Hispanic/Latino origin
b. No, Not Hispanic/Latino origin
4. What is your age (years)?
5. What is the highest level of education you have completed?
a. High School Diploma/GED
b. Some College
c. Associates Degree
d. Bachelor’s Degree
e. Master’s Degree
f. Doctorate (Ph.D./Ed.D./M.D./D.O/all others, not JD)
g. JD
6. What is your current marital status?
a. Single
b. Married
c. Divorced
d. Widowed
7. What is your religious affiliation, if any?
a. Christian (Non-Catholic, i.e. Protestant or other non-Catholic Christian)
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b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

Catholic
Jewish
Hindu
Muslim
Buddhism
Other (i.e. Mormon/LDS, etc.)
No Affiliation (Agnostic, Deist, Atheist, No Religious beliefs in particular, etc.)

8. Have you previously served in the military or are you currently serving?
a. Yes
b. No
9. If so, have you ever been deployed to a combat theater/actively engaged in combat or
combat support operations?
a. Yes
b. No
10. In what region of the United States do/did you work (based on U.S. District Court/Court
of Appeals Circuits)*?
a. 1
b. 2
c. 3
d. 4
e. 5
f. 6
g. 7
h. 8
i. 9
j. 10
k. 11
11. What is the size of the agency for which you work (sworn members)?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

1-4
5-9
10-24
25-49
50-99
100-249
250+

12. What best describes your agency's primary jurisdiction?
a. Municipality
b. Multi-city (regional)
c. County
d. State
e. Federal
f. College/University/School District/Other (i.e. Railroad, Hospital, etc.)
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13. For how long have you been serving in a sworn capacity/how long did you serve (round
to nearest 1/2 of year)?
14. Of the below choices, which best describes your highest attained rank held for more than
one year? Count your highest prior rank if you have not held/did not hold your highest
attained rank for 1 year or more
a. Officer/Deputy/Patrolman (or equivalent)
b. Corporal (or equivalent)
c. Sergeant (or equivalent)
d. Lieutenant (or equivalent)
e. Captain (or equivalent)
f. Assistant/Deputy Chief (or equivalent)
g. Chief (or equivalent)
h. Other
15. Which of the following best describes your current or past (if retired)
position/assignment? If multiple, choose that to which a majority of work time is/was (if
retired) devoted.
a. Patrol (call response, traffic enforcement, etc.)
b. Investigations- Crimes against Children (inc. child porn, child exploitation, etc.)
c. Investigations- Crimes against Persons (i.e. homicide detective, sexual assault
investigator, etc.)
d. Investigations-Narcotics (not undercover)
e. Investigations-Computer/White Collar Crimes (i.e. financial crimes, etc.)
f. Investigations- All other (Property crimes, accident investigations, etc.)
g. SWAT/Hostage or Crisis Negotiations (or equivalent)
h. School Resource Officer (or equivalent)
i. Undercover (i.e. narcotics, anti-terror, anti-organized crime, etc.)
j. Administration (i.e. non-patrol function such as evidence technician, desk officer,
command staff, etc.)
16. What of the following choices best describe your previous position/assignment
experience to which a majority of your time was devoted, but a position from which you
have since been transferred or moved?
Multiple selections acceptable.
a. No other positions/assignments held (other than current assignment)
b. Patrol (call response, traffic enforcement, etc.)
c. Investigations- Crimes against Children (inc. child porn, child exploitation, etc.)
d. Investigations- Crimes against Persons (i.e. homicide detective, sexual assault
investigator, etc.)
e. Investigations-Narcotics (not undercover)
f. Investigations-Computer/White Collar Crimes (i.e. financial crimes, etc.)
g. Investigations- All other (Property crimes, accident investigations, etc.)
h. SWAT/Hostage or Crisis Negotiations (or equivalent)
i. School Resource Officer (or equivalent)
j. Undercover (narcotics, anti-terror, anti-organized crime, etc.)
k. Administration (i.e. non-patrol function such as evidence technician, desk officer,
command staff, etc.)
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17. Have you suffered physical/bodily injury as a result of your law enforcement service?
(Please rate the perceived level of severity of the most impactful/memorable/significant
job-related injury you have experienced)
a. 0- no injury
b. 1-Minor Injury
c. 2- more than minor, less than moderate
d. 3- Moderate injury
e. 4- more than moderate, less than serious bodily injury
f. 5- Serious bodily injury
18. Do you have a history of mental health/substance abuse treatment/counseling (not
including department mandated sessions wherein no medical/psychiatric diagnosis was
made)?
a. Yes
b. no

Appendix I
Sub-population Prevalence Rates with Extrapolatory Data

Subpopulation

Prevalence
Rate

n in
sample
collected

% of
Sample
Population
(n)

CP-CAC
CP-WCC
CP-CAP
CPSWAT/HNT
CP-Patrol
CP-Inv Other
CP-Admin
CP-Narc
CP-SRO
CP-UC
RA- Other
RA-Christian

32%
0%
14%

6
5
64

1%
0.86%
10.98%

7722
6435
82370

2471
--11532

Combined
Probability of
inclusion in
subpopulation
and MI
“Present”
0.3%
--2%

18%
17%
30%
10%
25%
0%
20%
22%
15%

11
313
29
108
8
11
15
9
343

1.89%
53.69%
4.97%
18.52%
1.37%
1.89%
2.57%
1.54%
58.53%

14157
402841
37324
139000
10296
14157
19305
11524
439192

2548
68483
11197
13900
2574
--3861
2535
65879

0.3%
9%
1%
2%
0.3%
--1%
0.3%
9%

RA-Buddhist

33%

3

0.51%

3841

1268

0.2%

RA-Catholic
RA- No
Affiliation

14%

120

20.48%

153653

21511

3%

15%

107

18.26%

137007

20551

3%

RA-Jewish

0%

4

0.68%

5122

---

---

Extrapolated
n in Total
Population
(N=750,340)a

Extrapolated
Population
w/ Moral
Injury
“Present”b
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Combined
Probability of
inclusion in
subpopulation
and MI
“Present”

Prevalence
Rate

n in
sample
collected

% of
Sample
Population
(n)

Extrapolated
n in Total
Population
(N=750,340)a

Extrapolated
Population
w/ Moral
Injury
“Present”b

Gender-F

18%

80

13.75%

103140

18565

2%

Gender-M

15%

501

86.08%

645911

96887

13%

Mil Serv-Y

12%

157

26.88%

201718

24206

3%

Mil Serv-N

16%

427

73.12%

548622

87780

12%

CombExp-Y

12%

84

54.19%

406636

48796

7%

CombExp-N

13%

71

45.81%

343704

44682

6%

Rank-Other
Rank-Sgt
Rank-Cpl
Rank-Lt
Rank-Ofc
Rank-C
Rank-AC
Rank-Cpt
Reg-11
Reg-6
Reg-9
Reg-1

11%
20%
15%
20%
14%
60%
60%
10%
21%
29%
13%
17%

9
119
95
50
224
36
32
21
34
24
68
6

1.54%
20.31%
16.21%
8.53%
38.23%
6.14%
5.46%
3.58%
5.80%
4.10%
11.60%
1.02%

11524
152373
121642
64022
286819
46096
40974
26889
43535
30731
87070
7683

1268
30475
18246
12804
40155
27658
24585
2689
9142
8912
11319
1306

0.2%
4%
2%
2%
5%
4%
3%
0.4%
1%
1%
2%
0.2%

Reg-8

21%

14

2.39%

17926

3765

1%

Subpopulation
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Combined
Probability of
inclusion in
subpopulation
and MI
“Present”

Prevalence
Rate

n in
sample
collected

% of
Sample
Population
(n)

Extrapolated
n in Total
Population
(N=750,340)a

Extrapolated
Population
w/ Moral
Injury
“Present”b

Reg-5

18%

221

37.71%

282978

50936

7%

Reg-10

90%

32

5.46%

40974

36877

5%

Reg-4

90%

22

3.75%

28170

25353

3%

Reg-2

17%

12

2.05%

15365

2612

0.3%

Reg-7
Reg-3
EDU- Doc
EDU- JD
EDU-HS
EDU-Some
College
EDU- Assoc
Deg
EDUMasters
EDU- Bach
Deg

80%
17%
0%
29%
26%

141
12
6
7
19

24.06%
2.05%
1.02%
1.19%
3.24%

180543
15365
7683
8963
24328

144434
2612
--2599
6325

19%
0.3%
--0.3%
1%

15%

105

17.92%

134447

20167

3%

12%

67

11.43%

85790

10295

1%

15%

101

17.24%

129325

19399

3%

15%

281

47.95%

359805

53971

7%

BI-1 (None)

6%

109

18.54%

139094

7650

1%

BI-2 (Minor)
BI>minor<mod

12%

212

36.05%

270531

33167

4%

14%

111

18.88%

141646

20411

3%

Subpopulation
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Subpopulation
BI-4
Moderate
BI-5
>mod<SBI
BI-6 (SBI)

Combined
Probability of
inclusion in
subpopulation
and MI
“Present”

Prevalence
Rate

n in
sample
collected

% of
Sample
Population
(n)

Extrapolated
n in Total
Population
(N=750,340)a

Extrapolated
Population
w/ Moral
Injury
“Present”b

21%

81

13.78%

103363

21696

3%

41%

39

6.63%

49767

20420

3%

18%

34

5.78%

43387

7658

1%

MH/SA Hx
30%
76
12.93%
96983
29095
4%
No MH/SA
Hx
13%
510
86.73%
650805
84605
11%
Note: No calculations were performed for those sub-populations which resulted in a 0% Prevalence Rate in the sample studied due to
mathematical impossibility
a. Calculated using value of “% of Sample Population” divided by N
b. Calculated using value of “Extrapolated n in Total Population” multiplied by “Prevalence Rate”

Appendix J
Variables, Statistical Tests and Data Sets Used Tables
Table J1
Kruskal-Wallis h variables and data sets used

Variable
X

Y

Current Position
MIES*
Religious Affiliation
MIES*
Rank
MIES*
Education
MIES*
Current Position
MISS*
Religious Affiliation
MISS*
Rank
MISS*
Education
MISS*
Current Position
MIQ*
Religious Affiliation
MIQ*
Rank
MIQ*
Education
MIQ*
Current Position
MIB*
Religious Affiliation
MIB*
Rank
MIB*
Education
MIB*
Current Position
CRS**
Religious Affiliation
CRS**
Rank
CRS**
Education
CRS**
Current Position
-RCOPE**
Religious Affiliation
-RCOPE**
Rank
-RCOPE**
Education
-RCOPE**
Current Position
+RCOPE**
Religious Affiliation
+RCOPE**
Rank
+RCOPE**
Education
+RCOPE**
Note: Total number of Kruskal-Wallis Tests performed=28
* indicates the Y variables respective data set was used
** indicates the MIB Complete data set was used
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Table J2
Mann-Whitney u variables and data set used
Variable

X
Gender (binary)
Military Service (binary)
Combat Exposure (binary)
Mental Health/Sub. Abuse History (binary)
Gender (binary)
Military Service (binary)
Combat Exposure (binary)
Mental Health/Sub. Abuse History (binary)
Gender (binary)
Military Service (binary)
Combat Exposure (binary)
Mental Health/Sub. Abuse History (binary)
Gender (binary)
Military Service (binary)
Combat Exposure (binary)
Mental Health/Sub. Abuse History (binary)
Gender (binary)
Military Service (binary)
Combat Exposure (binary)
Mental Health/Sub. Abuse History (binary)
Gender (binary)
Military Service (binary)
Combat Exposure (binary)
Mental Health/Sub. Abuse History (binary)
Gender (binary)
Military Service (binary)
Combat Exposure (binary)
Mental Health/Sub. Abuse History (binary)
Race1
Previous Position2
Race1
Previous Position2
Race1

Y
MIES*
MIES*
MIES*
MIES*
MISS*
MISS*
MISS*
MISS*
MIQ*
MIQ*
MIQ*
MIQ*
MIB*
MIB*
MIB*
MIB*
CRS**
CRS**
CRS**
CRS**
-RCOPE**
-RCOPE**
-RCOPE**
-RCOPE**
+RCOPE**
+RCOPE**
+RCOPE**
+RCOPE**
MIES*
MIES*
MIQ*
MIQ*
MISS*
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X

Y

2

Previous Position
MISS*
1
Race
MIB*
2
Previous Position
MIB*
1
Race
-RCOPE*
2
Previous Position
-RCOPE*
1
Race
+RCOPE*
2
Previous Position
+RCOPE*
1
Race
CRS*
1
Previous Position
CRS*
Note: Total Number of Mann-Whitney Tests performed=147
The statistical analysis of “Previous Position” and “Race” variables/potential
responses were completed as a series of dichotomous/binary analyses for each
possible answer due to multiple answers per respondent being allowed (“check all
that apply”)
1. Each option available for Race (6 options) was run as a binary variable
2. Each option available for Previous Position (11 options) was run as a binary variable
* indicates MIB Complete data set was used
** indicates Y variable respective data set was used
Table J3
Chi Square variables and data set used

Variable
X (CAT)
Current Position

Y (CAT)
Mental Health/Substance Abuse History

Note: The Screening Complete Data set was used for this statistical test

[WOUNDS OF THE SOUL]
Table J4
Spearman’s rho variables and data sets used

Variable
X

Y
Years of Service
MIES*
Injury Severity
MIES*
Years of Service
MISS*
Injury Severity
MISS*
Years of Service
MIQ*
Injury Severity
MIQ*
Years of Service
MIB*
Injury Severity
MIB*
MIES
-RCOPE**
MISS
-RCOPE**
MIQ
-RCOPE**
MIB
-RCOPE**
MIES
+RCOPE**
MISS
+RCOPE**
MIQ
+RCOPE**
MIB
+RCOPE**
MIES
CRS**
MISS
CRS**
MIQ
CRS**
MIB
CRS**
Note: Total number of Spearman’s Rho Tests performed= 60
(plus 6 additional correlation tests for the assessment
correlation table found in Table 23.)
* indicates the Y variable respective complete data set was used
** indicates the MIB complete data set was used
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[WOUNDS OF THE SOUL]
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Table J5
Moderation Analysis variables and data sets used

Variable
X

Y

Moderator

Current Position (Generalized)

MIB

Yrs of Service

Current Position (Generalized)

MIB

Rank

Current Position (Generalized)

MIB

RankNEW

Current Position (Generalized)

MIB

Injury Severity

Current Position (Generalized)
MIB
Education
Note: Total number of Moderation Analyses performed=5
The MIB Complete data set was used for all moderation tests

[WOUNDS OF THE SOUL]
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Appendix K
Statistically Significant Results by Statistical Test
Mann-Whitney U Test (Statistically Significant Results)
1. -RCOPE/MHSAHx (MIB DATA)
2. -RCOPE/PrevPos(Narcs) (MIB
DATA)*
3. -RCOPE/PrevPos(None) (MIB
DATA)
4. -RCOPE/Race(API) (MIB DATA)
5. +RCOPE/MHSAHx (MIB DATA)*
6. +RCOPE/PrevPos(Admin) (MIB
DATA)*
7. +RCOPE/PrevPos(CAPERS) (MIB
DATA)*
8. +RCOPE/PrevPos(None) (MIB
DATA)
9. +RCOPE/PrevPos(SRO) (MIB
DATA)
10. +RCOPE/Race(Blk) (MIB DATA)
11. +RCOPE/Race(Whi) (MIB DATA)
12. CRS/PrevPos(Admin) (MIB DATA)
13. CRS/PrevPos(CAPERS) (MIB
DATA)
14. CRS/PrevPos(Narcs) (MIB DATA)
15. CRS/PrevPos(None) (MIB DATA)
16. CRS/PrevPos(SRO) (MIB DATA)
17. CRS/PrevPos(UC) (MIB DATA)*
18. CRS/Race(Blk) (MIB DATA)
19. CRS/Race(Whi) (MIB DATA)
20. MIB/MHSAHx (MIB DATA)
21. MIES/MHSAHx (MIES DATA)
22. MIB/PrevPos(Admin) (MIB DATA)
23. MIB/PrevPos(UC) (MIB DATA)

24. MIB/Race(Blk) (MIB DATA)
25. MIB/Race(Whi) (MIB DATA)*
26. MIES/MHSAHx (MIES DATA)
27. MIES/PrevPos(SRO) (MIES DATA)
28. MIES/Race (Blk) (MIES DATA)*
29. MIQ/MHSAHx (MIQ DATA)
30. MIQ/PrevPos(CAPERS) (MIQ
DATA)
31. MIQ/PrevPos(Inv-All Other) (MIQ
DATA)
32. MIQ/PrevPos(Narc) (MIQ DATA)
33. MIQ/PrevPos(None) (MIQ DATA)
34. MIQ/PrevPos(Ptrl) (MIQ DATA)
35. MIQ/PrevPos(UC) (MIQ DATA)
36. MIQ/Race(API) (MIQ DATA)*
37. MIQ/Race(Blk) (MIQ DATA)
38. MIQ/Race(Multi) (MIQ DATA)*
39. MIQ/Race(Other) (MIQ DATA)
40. MIQ/Race(Whi) (MIQ DATA)*
41. MISS/MHSAHx (MISS DATA)
42. MISS/PrevPos (Admin) (MISS
DATA)*
43. MISS/PrevPos (None) (MISS
DATA)
44. MISS/PrevPos (SRO) (MISS
DATA)*
45. MISS/Race(API) (MISS DATA)
46. MISS/Race(Blk) (MISS DATA)
47. MISS/Race(Whi) (MISS DATA)*

[WOUNDS OF THE SOUL]
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Spearman’s Rho Statistically Significant Results
1. -RCOPE/+RCOPE (MIB DATA)
2. -RCOPE/+RCOPE (MIES DATA)
3. -RCOPE/+RCOPE (MIQ DATA)
4. -RCOPE/+RCOPE (MISS DATA)
5. -RCOPE/MIQ (MIQ DATA)
6. -RCOPE/MIES (MIES DATA)
7. -RCOPE/MISS (MISS DATA)
8. +RCOPE/MIES (MIES DATA)
9. +RCOPE/MIQ (MIQ DATA)
10. +RCOPE/MISS (MISS DATA)
11. +RCOPE/MIB (MIB DATA)*
12. BI/-RCOPE (MIB DATA)
13. BI/-RCOPE (MIES DATA)
14. BI/-RCOPE (MIQ DATA)
15. BI/-RCOPE (MISS DATA)
16. BI/+RCOPE (MIB DATA)
17. BI/+RCOPE (MIES DATA)
18. BI/+RCOPE (MISS DATA)
19. BI/+RCOPE (MIQ DATA)
20. BI/CRS (MIB DATA)
21. BI/CRS (MIQ DATA)
22. BI/CRS (MIES DATA)*
23. BI/CRS (MISS DATA)
24. BI/MIES (MIES DATA)
25. BI/MIQ (MIQ DATA)
26. BI/MIB (MIB DATA)
27. BI/MISS (MISS DATA)
28. BI/YrsServ (MIB DATA)
29. BI/YrsServ (MIES DATA)
30. BI/YrsServ (MIQ DATA)
31. BI/YrsServ (MISS DATA)
32. CRS/-RCOPE (MIB DATA)

33. CRS/-RCOPE (MIES DATA)
34. CRS/-RCOPE (MISS DATA)
35. CRS/-RCOPE (MIQ DATA)
36. CRS/+RCOPE (MIB DATA)
37. CRS/+RCOPE (MIES DATA)
38. CRS/+RCOPE (MIQ DATA)
39. CRS/+RCOPE (MISS DATA)
40. CRS/+RCOPE (MISS DATA)
41. CRS/MIES (MIES DATA)
42. CRS/MIQ (MIQ DATA)
43. CRS/MISS (MISS DATA)
44. CRS/YrsServ (MIES DATA)
45. CRS/YrsServ (MIQ DATA)
46. CRS/YrsServ (MISS DATA)
47. CRS/YrsServ (MIB DATA)
48. YrsServ/-RCOPE (MIB DATA)
49. YrsServ/-RCOPE (MIES DATA)
50. YrsServ/-RCOPE (MIQ DATA)
51. YrsServ/-RCOPE (MISS DATA)
52. YrsServ/+RCOPE (MIB DATA)
53. YrsServ/+RCOPE (MIES DATA)
54. YrsServ/+RCOPE (MIQ DATA)
55. YrsServ/+RCOPE (MISS DATA)
56. YrsServ/MIQ (MIQ DATA)
57. YrsServ/MISS (MISS DATA)
58. MIB/MIES (MIB DATA)
59. MIB/MIQ (MIB DATA)
60. MIB/MISS (MIB DATA)
61. MIES/MIQ (MIB DATA)
62. MISS/MIQ (MIB DATA)
63. MIES/MISS (MIB DATA)

KRUSKAL-WALLIS H Statistically Significant Results

1. CRS/Rank (MIB DATA)
2. CRS/RelAffil (MIB DATA)

3. MIQ/Current Position (MIQ DATA)
4. Rank/-RCOPE (MIB DATA)*

[WOUNDS OF THE SOUL]
5. Rank/+RCOPE (MIB DATA)
6. Rank/MIB (MIB DATA)*
7. Rank/MIQ (MIQ DATA)
8. Rank/MISS(MISS DATA)
9. RelAffil/-RCOPE (MIB DATA)
10. RelAffil/+RCOPE (MIB DATA)
11. RelAffil/MIB (MIB DATA)*
12. RelAffil/MISS (MISS DATA)
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Chi Square Statistically Significant Results
Current Position/MHSAHx
Moderation Analysis Statistically Significant Results
Moral Injury moderated by Current Position and RankNEW
Moral Injury moderated by Current Position and Level of Bodily Injury
Abbreviation Key:
RelAffil=Religious Affiliation
MHSAHX=Mental Health/Substance Abuse History
BI=Bodily Injury
YrsServ=Years of Service
Race(Whi)=White/Caucasian
***(Blk)=Black
***(API)=Asian/Pacific Islander
PrevPos=Previous Position
CAPERS= Crimes against Persons
Admin=Administration
Ptrl=Patrol
Inv-All Other=Investigations-All Other
Narcs=Narcotics(Not Undercover)
SRO=School Resource Officer
UC=Undercover

Note; The results listed were found to be statistically significant at a value of p<.05. Those listed
followed by * were found to have levels of statistical significance p>.05 but p<.10.
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Appendix L
NCSL Search Terms
National Conference of State Legislatures Search Terms
Data and Transparency;
Decertification;
Executive Orders;
Investigations and Discipline;
Officer Safety and Wellbeing;
Policing Alternatives and Collaboration;
Standards; Training; AND
Use of Force

States included in the search were those previously identified as being included in (Regions 6, 11
and 8)
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Appendix M
Complete Question/Item Prevalence Rates
Question

Prevalence Rate

Things I have seen/have experienced as a result of my law enforcement
service have left me feeling betrayed or let-down
by legal/agency/political leaders.

77.30%

I have done things during my service as a law enforcement officer that
betrayed my own personal values/morals.

5.97%

I am troubled by having acted in ways that violated my own morals or
values.

24.57%

There have been times during my service as a law enforcement
officer that I have seen/have engaged in acts of revenge/retribution for
things that happened to me or others.

5.12%

I have had an encounter(s) with suspects/civilians, especially those
who were engaged in acts of violence, that made him/her seem more
“human” and made my job more difficult (i.e. a battered woman who
severely injures/kills her abuser although her actions are not legally
justified, etc.).

46.93%

I have seen/have been involved in violations of rules relating to the
treatment of civilians/suspects/arrestees (i.e. reasonable use of force,
protection of Constitutional rights, etc.).

5.80%

I have seen/have been involved in/have responded to the death(s) of an
individual, including non-violent deaths such as those occurring due to
natural causes, etc., during my service as a law enforcement officer.

94.54%

I have felt guilt over failing to protect/save the life of someone during
my service as a law enforcement officer.

27.82%

I have felt ashamed about what I did or did not do during this time.

14.16%

At times, I have had to make decisions during my service as a law
enforcement officer at times when I didn’t know the right thing to do.

33.96%

I have felt guilt for surviving when others have not.

16.21%

I have seen/have been involved in/have responded to the death(s) of
children.

48.12%
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I have experienced tragic calls, where someone was seriously injured
or killed, for service/situations/critical incidents that were chaotic and
beyond my control, including being involved in an officer involved
shooting or other critical incident, hostage situation, responding to a
major motor vehicle accident with serious bodily injury or death, etc.

77.13%

I have seen/have been involved in a friendly-ﬁre (“blue on blue”)
incident where another officer was killed, injured, or could have been
killed or injured.

1.88%

Seeing so much death/violence/evil has changed me.

64.33%

I have made mistakes in the performance of my duties as a law
enforcement officer that led to injury or death.

0.34%

I am troubled by having witnessed/responded to the immoral acts of
others.

66.21%

I have violated my own morals by failing to do something that I felt I
should have done.

16.38%

I am troubled because I have violated my morals by failing to do
something that I felt I should have done.

15.36%

I have felt betrayed by fellow law enforcement officers who I once
trusted.

52.90%

I have felt betrayed or let-down by trusted civilians during my service
as a law enforcement officer.

51.88%

Most people are trustworthy.

46.08%

I have a good sense of what makes my life meaningful.

6.66%

I have forgiven myself for what has happened to me or others while
serving as a sworn law enforcement officer.

24.74%

Compared to when you first went into the law enforcement profession,
has your religious faith since then... weakened or strengthened?

49.32%

Appendix N
Question Completion Tables (Tables 30-32)
Table N1
Demographic and Job-related Question Completeness Data
Question

What is your Sex/Gender?
Of the choices below, which Race(s) do you identify with?
Are you of Hispanic/Latino/Spanish origin (ethnicity)?
What is your age (years)?
What is the highest level of education you have completed?
What is your current marital status?
What is your religious affiliation, if any?
Have you previously served in the military or are you currently serving?
If so, have you ever been deployed to a combat theater/actively engaged in combat or combat support operations?
In what region of the United States do/did you work?
What is the size of the agency for which you work (sworn members)?
What best describes your agency's primary jurisdiction?
For how long have you been serving in a sworn capacity/how long did you serve?
Of the below choices, which best describes your highest attained rank held for more than one year?
Which of the following best describes your current or past (if retired) position/assignment?
What of the following choices best describe your previous position/assignment experience to which a majority of your
time was devoted, but a position from which you have since been transferred or moved?
Have you suffered physical/bodily injury as a result of your law enforcement service?
Do you have a history of mental health/substance abuse treatment/counseling (not including department mandated
sessions wherein no medical/psychiatric diagnosis was made)?
Note: Operationalization information presented in a question, when applicable, has been removed for space
a. a higher Degree of Comfort indicates a lower “skip” or “miss” rate

Degree of
Comforta
99.21%
99.87%
98.69%
86.65%
100%
99.87%
100%
99.74%
99.64%
100%
100%
99.48%
99.87%
99.87%
99.21%
99.08%
99.61%
99.35%

Table N2
Moral Injury Battery Question Completeness Data
Question
Things I have seen/have experienced as a result of my law enforcement service have left me feeling
betrayed or let-down by legal/agency/political leaders.
I have done things during my service as a law enforcement officer that betrayed my own personal
values/morals.
I am troubled by having acted in ways that violated my own morals or values.
There have been times during my service as a law enforcement officer that I have seen/have engaged
in acts of revenge/retribution for things that happened to me or others.
I have had an encounter(s) with suspects/civilians, especially those who were engaged in acts of
violence, that made him/her seem more “human” and made my job more difficult.
I have seen/have been involved in violations of rules relating to the treatment of
civilians/suspects/arrestees.
I have seen/have been involved in/have responded to the death(s) of an individual, including non-violent
deaths such as those occurring due to natural causes, etc., during my service as a law enforcement
officer.
I have felt guilt over failing to protect/save the life of someone during my service as a law enforcement
officer.
I have felt ashamed about what I did or did not do during this time.
At times, I have had to make decisions during my service as a law enforcement officer at times when I
didn’t know the right thing to do.
I have felt guilt for surviving when others have not.
I have seen/have been involved in/have responded to the death(s) of children.
I have experienced tragic calls, where someone was seriously injured or killed, for
service/situations/critical incidents that were chaotic and beyond my control, including being involved in
an officer involved shooting or other critical incident, hostage situation, responding to a major motor
vehicle accident with serious bodily injury or death, etc.

Degree of
Comforta
98.04
98.69
96.34
98.30
96.47
97.12
96.60
96.47
88.09
96.07
95.42
95.81
94.63
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Question
I have seen/have been involved in a friendly-ﬁre (“blue on blue”) incident where another officer was
killed, injured, or could have been killed or injured.
Seeing so much death/violence/evil has changed me.
I have made mistakes in the performance of my duties as a law enforcement officer that led to injury or
death.
I am troubled by having witnessed/responded to the immoral acts of others.
I have violated my own morals by failing to do something that I felt I should have done.
I am troubled because I have violated my morals by failing to do something that I felt I should have
done.
I have felt betrayed by fellow law enforcement officers who I once trusted.
I have felt betrayed or let-down by trusted civilians during my service as a law enforcement officer.
Most people are trustworthy.
I have a good sense of what makes my life meaningful.
I have forgiven myself for what has happened to me or others while serving as a sworn law enforcement
officer.
Compared to when you first went into the law enforcement profession, has your religious faith since
then... weakened or strengthened?
Note: Operationalization information presented in a question, when applicable, has been removed for space
a. a higher Degree of Comfort indicates a lower “skip” or “miss” rate

Degree of
Comforta
94.90
94.76
95.16
93.85
93.72
92.54
92.93
92.28
91.62
91.75
90.45
91.36
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Table N3
Religiosity Question Completeness Data
Question
I have looked for a stronger connection with my god.
I have sought my god’s love and care.
I have sought help from my god in letting go of my anger.
I have tried to put my plans into action together with my god.
I have tried to see how my god might be trying to strengthen me in a difficult situation.
I have asked forgiveness of my sins/transgressions.
I have focused on religion to stop worrying about my problems.
I have wondered whether my god had abandoned me.
I have felt punished by my god for my lack of devotion.
I have wondered what I did for my god to punish me.
I have questioned my god’s love for me.
I have wondered whether my church/religious/social group had abandoned me.
I have decided the devil or a similar/equivalent entity makes difficult situations happen.
I have questioned the power of my god.
How often do you think about religious issues?
To what extent do you believe that God or something divine exists?
How often do you take part in religious services?
How often do you pray or equivalent religious activity, such as meditation?
How often do you experience situations in which you have the feeling that God or something divine
intervenes/allows for an intervention in your life?
Note: Operationalization information presented in a question, when applicable, has been removed for space
a. A higher Degree of Comfort (%) indicates a lower “skip” or “miss” rate

Degree of Comforta
92.80%
92.67%
92.15%
91.88%
91.49%
91.36%
91.62%
91.62%
91.23%
91.36%
90.84%
91.49%
91.23%
91.23%
91.23%
91.49%
91.10%
90.97%
90.97%

